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Social innovation (SI) is increasingly being appraised to possess the potential to provide 
innovative interventions to confront complex and interdependent social problems in both 
developing and developed economies. SI has also been described as a complex phenomenon 
that combines two diverse concepts, i.e., social and innovation. Hence, several 
conceptualisations of SI have emerged in the literature, leading to ambiguity and lack of a 
robust strategy to create SI. 
Drawing on entrepreneurial orientation, top management support, and stakeholder engagement 
literature strands, this study conceptualises and examines the antecedents and consequences of 
disruptive innovation for social change. Pragmatism as a research paradigm provides 
philosophical support for the integration of otherwise distinct research methods, i.e., qualitative 
and quantitative methods, allowing for grounded theory method and a multistage multiple 
regression to be combined within this study. 
The study adopts a sequential mixed methods research (MMR) approach which includes, in the 
first phase, a grounded theory method to collect and analyse in-depth exploratory interview 
data from CEOs and top management executives of 20 social organisations in four countries, 
with the purpose of testing hypotheses between innovation management logics and creating 
social impact. In the second phase, the hypotheses are tested on a sample of 71 social 
organisations in 23 countries. 
This study finds that entrepreneurial orientation, management support, and stakeholder 
engagement are antecedents of catalytic innovation. The results reveal that location of 
headquarters, type, and size of social organisations play a significant role in the creation of 
social innovation. The findings also show that for-profit social organisations have better 
economic performance, while not-for-profit social organisations have better social 
performance. Lastly, the results reveal that greater social performance may lead to greater 
social impact, while focus on economic performance may reduce the level of social impact 
achieved by these organisations. Additionally, the study reveals challenges and risks that social 
organisations face when creating social innovation, and proposes a framework that may help 
mitigate against these risks and challenges. 
The study offers a threefold contribution to social innovation literature, methodology, and 
implications for practitioners. The study advances the discourse of entrepreneurial orientation, 
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top management support, and stakeholder engagement in the social innovation literature. The 
study also gives credence to claims justifying the applicability and compatibility of qualitative 
and quantitative methods within a study to provide robust and satisfactory answers to research 
questions. The results exemplify some of the advantages of MMR approach, that it is an 
appropriate research method in conceptualising antecedents of catalytic innovation. Lastly, the 
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1.0 Background of Study    
Productivity growth is the factor that raises real GDP per capita. Entrepreneurship and 
innovation can be thought of as the micro-foundations of productivity growth, particularly 
developing countries (Phan, Kickul, Bacq, & Nordqvist, 2014). In theory and practice, 
entrepreneurship and innovation can be upheld as an economic lifeline of all nations. However, 
as the world records some successes on economic growth, an inequality gap between the rich 
and poor divides societies (Oishi & Kesebir, 2015). Despite varying configurations and degrees 
of social problems worldwide, there is a consensus among researchers, practitioners, and 
policymakers that social innovation (SI) possesses the potential to mobilise civic creativity to 
tackle these wicked problems (Avelino et al., 2019; Hubert, 2010; Mulgan, 2006; Mulgan, 
Tucker, Ali, & Sanders, 2007). The term “wicked” problem is used in the contemporary social 
entrepreneurship (SE) literature to conceptualise highly complex and seemingly intractable 
interrelated negative social and economic indicators such as poverty, illiteracy, and 
homelessness. 
SI and social entrepreneurship (SE) have become both practice and outcome (Dufays, 2019; 
Rey-García, Calvo, & Mato-Santiso, 2019) of social organisations (SOs) attempting to close 
the inequality gap through the inclusion of socio-economically marginalised societies and 
people. The concept of SI and SO is vibrant in both developed and developing economies 
(Littlewood & Khan, 2018). This study focuses on and conceptualises SI as an output of 
entrepreneurial activity within the SO practice. The following three sections provide brief 
introductions to SI, SE, and SO, followed by the problem statement, research questions and 
objectives, and significance of this study. 
1.1 Social Innovation 
SI as a field of research is emerging and coalescing (Milley, Szijarto, Svensson, & Cousins, 
2018), and is attracting attention from business, organisations, institutions, and governments 
(Hubert, 2010; Mulgan et al., 2007; Phillips, Lee, Ghobadian, O’Regan, & James, 2015) in the 
search for strategies to harness its potential. Because SI cuts across several disciplines, e.g. 
political science, sociology, and business (entrepreneurship), a strong unifying conceptual 
foundation is lacking (McGowan, Westley, & Tjörnbo, 2017). The increase in the use of the 
term social innovation for over half a century created a rather deceptive view of the progress 
in the SI field of research. Although SI as a term became popular within this period, very few 
3 
 
SI researchers emerged (McGowan et al., 2017). There is an ambiguity associated with the 
conceptualisation of SI (Vézina, Ben Selma, & Malo, 2019) that has constrained a rapid 
advancement of scholarly output around the topic (Randhawa, Wilden, & West, 2019) and 
consequently an understanding of the strategies for creating sustained SI by practitioners. 
SI is a complex phenomenon that combines two diverse concepts – social and innovation (Oeij, 
van Der Torre, Vaas, & Dhondt, 2019). Most of the failures of SOs in creating SIs are due to 
the lack of knowledge and clear understanding of what constitutes a sustained SI (Oeij et al., 
2019). There is still a lot to learn about how social entrepreneurs can successfully develop and 
diffuse SI products and services, especially in disadvantaged communities (Onsongo, 2019). 
SOs may benefit from conceptual clarity around the antecedents and consequences of SI as a 
sound conceptual basis for SI that may lead to more sustainable SI (Oeij et al., 2019). 
SI researchers have suggested that SI and SE are two interrelated concepts (Farinha, Sebastião, 
Sampaio, & Lopes, 2020), and that the concepts of SO and SE are oftentimes characterised by 
SI (Dufays, 2019; Vézina et al., 2019). As such, an introduction to SE is provided next, looking 
mainly at its definition and association to SI. 
1.2 Social Entrepreneurship 
Social entrepreneurship (SE) has been described as a new global phenomenon (Ascigil, 2012; 
Santos & Pless, 2012; Yaghoobi, Tolue, & Azadikhah, 2011; Zietlow, 2001), a rapidly 
emerging and exciting concept in the private, public, and not-for-profit sectors (Barreira, 2010; 
Jiao, 2011; Mair & Martí, 2006). Although there is a shortage of documented theory and 
definition, motivation to address this issue in academia is on the increase (Roberts & Woods, 
2005).  
A universal aspect of SE is that it is vibrant in developed as well as developing countries, 
becoming an important phenomenon comparable to commercial entrepreneurship (Santos & 
Pless, 2012), but as much as SE has gained relevance across the globe, its unique context and 
characteristics, such as opportunity exploration and exploitation, and geographical formation 
(Barraket et al., 2017; Puumalainen, Sjögrén, Syrjä, & Barraket, 2015; Zahra, Gedajlovic, 
Neubaum, & Shulman, 2009), are equally evident. 
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Roberts and Woods (2005) highlight the unique motivation of social entrepreneurs as 
identifying and addressing a social need by applying the principles of entrepreneurship, as 
compared to conventional entrepreneurs, who are financially motivated. This unique 
characteristic of social entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurs is almost unanimously agreed 
among scholars (Mair & Martí, 2006; Roberts & Woods, 2005; Seelos & Mair, 2005; Yaghoobi 
et al., 2011), except for Meyskens, Robb‐Post, Stamp,  Carsrud, and Reynolds (2010), who 
disagree by insisting that SE is not a unique field of study (as widely claimed) and instead SE 
shares certain similarities with commercial entrepreneurship. These contrasting views of SE 
inevitably call for more contextual definition and categorisation of SE and its related 
constructs. 
To move the field of SE forward, Santos and Pless (2012) advocate for “well-defined theories 
that clarify what social entrepreneurship is, explain its distinctive role in the economic system, 
and inform research and practice, competing with other theories for validation and relevance” 
(p. 336). Looking at how SE has evolved, it is important to describe SE in terms of new and 
emerging entrepreneurial concepts that distinguish itself from previously well researched 
entrepreneurship concepts. Drawing its meaning, similarity, and distinction from the same 
theoretical source, for the purpose of this research, SE is viewed as the result of evolution from 
traditional or commercial entrepreneurship, concentrating on social matters of contention 
unsolved by conventional government and traditional entrepreneurship’s drive, using 
innovative business ideas to solve these social issues. 
Social entrepreneurship has attracted global attention through its perceived impacts on society 
by deploying entrepreneurial attributes in solving social problems. However, SE means 
different things to different people, creating contrasting views among scholars in the literature 
and practice (Zahra, Rawhouser, Bhawe, Neubaum, & Hayton, 2008). 
The definition of SE and consequently social entrepreneur exists in multiple versions owing to 
diverse academic backgrounds, geographical locations, and economic development contexts in 
different regions of the world (Defourny & Nyssens, 2010). Defining what social 
entrepreneurship actually means remains a challenge associated with this emerging field of 
study (Seelos & Mair, 2005). 
The working definition of SE to be adopted in this study will take its foundation from 
(Granados, Hlupic, Coakes, & Mohamed, 2011, p. 198), a definition that suggests SE as an 
innovative activity by an individual or a group of individuals “to create, sustain, distribute 
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and/or disseminate social or environmental value in innovative ways” within the context of 
operations of a social for-profit enterprise. Granados et al. (2011) definition of SE is inclusive 
of social innovation, indicating the relationship between SI and SE. This definition does not 
imply there could be no other forms of social entrepreneurship or social enterprises that are 
purely not-for-profit or public institutions or even hybrid enterprises. 
There have been attempts to differentiate SE from enterprises that can be considered not-for-
profits or socially minded. Social entrepreneurs tend to develop entrepreneurial structures in 
manners that distinguish them from not-for-profit organisations. Financial or funding structures 
are two of the ways social enterprises are distinguished from not-for-profit organisations 
(Ascigil, 2012) as there is a very fine line between for-profit and not-for-profit SOs. In general, 
social mission is a unique characteristic distinguishing SOs from other business enterprises 
especially how mission powerful guides SOs’ processes and procedures (Lumpkin, Moss, Gras, 
Kato, & Amezcua, 2013) . 
1.3 Social Organisation (SO) 
In this section, I make clarification on what types of organisations may be classified as SO. I 
acknowledge that a large degree of overlap exists between SOs and non-SO organisations, and 
a lack. Many studies used the term social enterprise, but in this study, I have used SO. The 
choice of adopting the term SO over social enterprise arose after interviews with participants. 
The term SO was more appealing to most of the participants.  
SO is not a new phenomenon in itself (Dart, 2004; Todres, Cornelius, Janjuha-Jivraj, & Woods, 
2006), it is the academic research that is only just catching up. However, SO may be argued as 
a new type of enterprise (Hazenberg, Bajwa-Patel, Mazzei, Roy, & Baglioni, 2016). As SO 
scholarship advances, increasing evidence points towards variants of SO. Therefore, the 
concept of SO is highly contested and contextualised within the academia and geographical 
space. In the words of Teasdale (2012, p. 99), SO is: 
“a fluid and contested concept constructed by different actors 
promoting different discourses connected to different 




Although Teasdale’s paper was published almost a decade ago, it captures the current discourse 
in the SO literature and practice. Despite the contested context of SO, there appear to be a few 
commonalities in characteristics associated with SO; for example, social and ethical mission-
centric, and social values over economic values focus among others (Littlewood & Holt, 2018). 
Therefore, it is imperative at this juncture to characterise the SO concept as adopted in this 
study. 
SO as conceptualised in this study includes not-for-profit and for-profit social enterprises as 
well as hybrid social enterprises that may combine for-profit and not-for-profit organisational 
logics. One major difference between not-profit and for-profit social organisation is the pursuit 
of financial sustainability (Besley & Ghatak, 2017). SOs are enterprising entities because they 
are dynamic around the social problems that they target, flexible with resource acquisition and 
allocation, adopt street pragmatism when exploring new opportunities, and exploit value 
creation within existing domain (Kuratko, Hornsby, & Covin, 2014). 
SOs tackle societal problems such as inadequate healthcare, poverty and unemployment by 
deployment of social innovative interventions (Gupta, Beninger, & Ganesh, 2015). The 
economic values (e.g. profits or surpluses) created by SO are a means towards achieving social 
values (Littlewood & Khan, 2018); therefore, the social and economic values created by SOs 
complement each other (Todres et al., 2006). There is evidence of social organisations adopting 
hybrid enterprise dual logics of not-for-profit and for-profit approaches (Gupta et al., 2015). 
SOs are founded and managed by an individual or a group of social entrepreneurs who identify, 
evaluate, explore, and exploit entrepreneurial opportunities arising oftentimes from negative 
indicators such as inequality, poverty, and unemployment, to address social needs (Littlewood 
& Holt, 2018). SOs can adopt both corporate entrepreneurial and social entrepreneurial 
orientations to achieve their mission (Gupta et al., 2015); when both conflicting organisational 
logics are adopted simultaneously, the entity may be regarded as a hybrid SO (Battilana, Lee, 
Walker, & Dorsey, 2012). 
An SI does not operate nor exist in a societal vacuum (Oeij et al., 2019); it is created by social 
entrepreneurs, e.g. social bricoleurs, social constructionists, or social engineers (Zahra et al., 
2009), who create and manage different levels of SIs (Nicholls & Murdock, 2011) within a 
locality but connect with stakeholders across the world (Avelino et al., 2019). Social bricoleurs 
create SI for beneficiaries within their immediate community, social constructionists create SIs 
that have a regional or national impact, whilst social engineers’ impact is usually felt 
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internationally. However, more studies on how SOs create SI are needed to explain these 
activities and processes (F. Henderson, Hall, Mutongi, & Whittam, 2019). 
1.4 Problem Statement 
After over three decades of emergence in the literature, SO research is still growing (Littlewood 
& Khan, 2018). There remains a dearth of literature on the antecedents and consequences of 
SI. Several barriers to the advancement of SI in both theory and practice have been identified, 
chief of which may be attributed to the slow pace of empirical studies around the antecedents 
and consequences of SI (Littlewood & Khan, 2018). When both researchers and practitioners 
have adequate knowledge on SI, then SI can be sustained and scaled up (Oeij et al., 2019). SI 
authors such as Mumford and Moertl (2003), Mulgan (2006), Littlewood and Khan (2018), and 
do Adro and Fernandes (2020) have commented on some of the barriers to SI research, from 
the difficulty of capturing the nature and origins of the SI phenomenon, availability of funding 
and supports for SI research, to research methods application. SI is a complex research topic 
and potentially can be misinterpreted by readers outside of the SI research stream. Despite 
attempts at identifying, defining and understating the SI phenomenon, SI is still emerging and 
poorly researched (Rao-Nicholson, Vorley, & Khan, 2017). 
Citing van der Have and Rubalcaba (2016), Oeij et al. (2019) reiterate that despite a long list 
of diverse definitions of SI, there is still a conceptual ambiguity that “impedes the development 
of generalisable knowledge and the formulation of articulate theories and hypotheses about the 
antecedents and consequences of social innovation, and under which circumstances they 
operate, emerge and scale” (p. 243). This study attempts to bridge the gap in the literature by 
adopting the disruptive innovation lens for social change proposed by Christensen, Baumann, 
Ruggles, and Sadtler (2006) to conceptualise antecedents and consequences of SI. 
Research on SO and SI is largely focused on Western countries (Doherty, Haugh, & Lyon, 
2014; Gupta et al., 2015; Littlewood & Khan, 2018), resulting in a lack of significant insights 
from non-Western countries. The lack of alternative research methods and wider geographical 
coverage in the study of SO hinders further insights into the concept (Littlewood & Khan, 
2018). Similarly, research is also needed to advance knowledge on how SOs create SIs (Gupta 
et al., 2015). This has prompted questions to be asked about the inadequacies in the literature 
and research methods mentioned above that SO and SI studies rarely contribute to the wider 
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entrepreneurship and innovation literature. Consequently, Littlewood and Khan (2018) 
advocate theory testing in SO studies. 
1.5 Research Questions 
This study provides answers to two sets of research questions: (1) the overarching research 
questions, and (2) sub-questions that reflect the methods adopted to provide the answers. 
First, the overarching questions this thesis will be researching are: 
 Do social organisations adopt a catalytic innovation strategy to create social impact? 
 Do social organisations adopt an entrepreneurial orientation approach to social impact 
creation? 
Second, the sub-questions then follow: 
 Is there a relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and catalytic innovation? 
 Is there a relationship between management support and catalytic innovation? 
 Is there a relationship between stakeholder engagement and catalytic innovation? 
 Is there a relationship between catalytic innovation and social organisation 
performance? 
1.6 Research Objectives 
The objectives of this research are twofold: 
1. To develop a theoretical framework to conceptualise the antecedents and consequences 
of catalytic innovation. 
2. To establish whether the catalytic innovation theoretical framework can foster 
understanding of how to create social impact. 
1.7 Significance of Study 
Social innovation is an emerging scholarly field, one that opens up untapped social potential 
for socio-economic development of societies. This study will add to the growing literature on 
the catalytic innovation strategy and its application in creating social impact. The study will 
9 
 
also address the yearnings of social innovation researchers to conceptualise antecedents and 
consequences of social innovation. 
Another significance of this study will be the recommendations to social organisations who 
seek strategies to create social innovation and scale up their impact. 
1.8 Scope of Study 
SI is vibrant in both developed and developing countries. Countries around the world adopt SI 
for various reasons. For example, Asia-Pacific countries use of SI centres around mitigating 
against an ageing population and to tackle gender inequality (UNESCO, 2017), and European 
countries have adopted SI to promote social inclusion, migration, and fight poverty 
(Commission, 2013). The scope of this study covers SOs from African, European, Australian, 
Middle Eastern, North American, and South Asian countries. In the qualitative part of this 
study, I interviewed twenty SOs in Nigeria, Ghana, New Zealand, and Australia. SOs in twenty-
three countries participated in the quantitative survey. 
1.9 Structure of Thesis 
This chapter has introduced the main subject of research – SI – and highlighted the ongoing 
discourse around ambiguity that has limited its conceptualisation and the consequences on 
developing strategies for sustained SI. The chapter also brought to light the research questions 
and objectives, as well as the significance of the study. The rest of the study is structured as 
follows: 
Chapter Two extends the theoretical background of SI. To achieve this, the chapter reviews the 
innovation, social organisation, and social innovation literatures. The chapter analyses major 
types and characteristics of innovation and synthesises these to uncover how catalytic 
innovation (CI) shares features with disruptive innovation, albeit in the context of SOs. A 
comparison of commercial innovation and SI facilitates understanding and knowledge of SI. 
Lastly in this chapter, management theories and perspectives such as entrepreneurial 
orientation (EO), stakeholder engagement, and top management support are employed to 
conceptualise the creation of social impact. 
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Chapter Three introduces the pragmatism paradigm that provides the philosophical background 
to support the adoption and use of a sequential mixed methods research (MMR) approach to 
provide answers to the research questions stated in Section 1.5. This chapter describes how the 
MMR approach proceeds via the grounded theory method (GTM) to collect and analyse 
interview data to provide answers to the overarching research questions, followed by a multi-
stage multiple regression to test hypotheses and provide answers to the remaining research 
questions. 
Chapter Four describes the first phase of the sequential MMR approach adopted in this study. 
The main purpose of this chapter is to provide answers to the overarching research questions. 
This chapter presents the first set of findings. To achieve this, I analysed qualitative data by 
employing a three-stage coding strategy – initial, axial, and theoretical – to generate themes 
and subsequently relationships among the themes. These relationships further lead to 
developing hypotheses that are tested in the following chapter. Chapter Four also presents the 
conceptual framework and the descriptive statistics of 21 interview participants. 
Chapter Five presents the second phase of the MMR approach and builds upon the previous 
chapter to provide further answers to the research sub-questions. The second set of findings are 
also presented in this chapter. I tested the hypotheses using a three-stage multiple regression 
on data from 71 responses originating in 23 countries using Qualtrics, a web-based survey 
platform. Descriptive statistics and validity and reliability analyses are also presented in this 
chapter. 
Chapter Six synthesises the two sets of findings from the previous two chapters and juxtaposes 
these with the existing business innovation and SI literature. It discusses the findings in relation 
to the literature on the processes involved in creating SI and social impact. The chapter begins 
with an overview of findings and then discusses the findings in relation to activities, processes, 
and outcomes within SOs. 
Finally, Chapter Seven concludes the study by providing recommendations and implications 
of use to the SI literature and to practitioners, as well as supporting the claim for the 
compatibility of the adopted methods. Additional findings that highlight challenges that SOs 
face are discussed before an agenda for future studies is presented. 
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It is important to note that this study deviates from the conventional dissertation structure as it 
does not develop propositions nor hypotheses directly from the literature. However, hypotheses 






















This chapter reviews the theoretical background of the study which is centred on social 
innovation (SI), narrows down to catalytic innovation (CI) in particular, and the creation of 
social impact. In order to conceptualise SI, the chapter compares and contrasts different 
conceptual definitions of SI, its importance and application to critical societal problems. The 
definitions of SI have different conceptual undertones that represent differing views of 
researchers and their respective study targets. One of the key targets of this study is 
conceptualising SI to encompass its process and outcome. This implies that SI definition used 
for the purpose of this study will focus on capturing different approaches to creating SI. For 
example, Table 2.3 highlights differing conceptual views of SI definitions according to several 
authors. 
It is imperative at this juncture to make a clarification on the emerging nature of definitions 
and conceptualisation of SI. Due to its relative newness in research, SI lacks strong theoretical 
foundation and conceptual clarity relative to its processes and outcomes (Howaldt, Kopp, & 
Schwarz, 2015), especially in management research (Gasparin et al., 2021). The literature on 
SI spans several fields of study (Edwards‐Schachter, Matti, &  Alcántara, 2012; Gasparin et 
al., 2021), with a variety of multidisciplinary theories and methods applied (Terstriep, Rehfeld, 
& Kleverbeck, 2020). Thus there is a potential for differing interpretations and 
conceptualisation or even tautologies of the term SI across these fields of study. More so, there 
are greater misconceptions within a given field of study (Choi & Majumdar, 2015). Therefore, 
the definitions of conceptualisations of constructs used in this study are as related to 
management research streams. These constructs may assume different meanings and 
interpretations when viewed from another research stream lens. 
The chapter begins by tracing, within the innovation literature, the theoretical background of 
SI. Definition of innovation is followed by its classification to unpack innovation as a process 
and product within organisations. Further reviews focus on three of the major types of 
innovation – incremental, radical, and disruptive innovations – and tabulate their characteristics 
along three Cs (creator, customer, and cost). Furthermore, disruptive innovation in the SO 
context reveals how literature relates disruptive innovation to CI. Previous studies on CI 
advocate for investigation into whether all the features of CI are needed to create social impact. 
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The chapter analyses and synthesises the similarities and dissimilarities between social 
innovation and commercial innovation using examples and different dimensions of both social 
and commercial innovation. Different forms of commercial innovation are examined, whilst 
the link between disruptive innovation and catalytic innovation is established. The chapter 
flowchart is presented in Figure 2.1. 
Figure 2.1: Literature Review Flowchart 
 
Source: Author, 2021 
Figure 2.1 indicates that the chapter also reviews contemporary management theories and 
perspectives, which include entrepreneurial orientation elements (innovativeness, 
proactiveness, and risk-taking), top management support, and stakeholder engagement, in 
explaining how catalytic innovation can create social impact. 
2.2 What Is Innovation? 
Innovation, as a research construct, is one of the most contested and researched constructs in 
the field of management, such that the construct has undergone subtle changes in attempts to 
define it (Cumming, 1998). Research in innovation spans several fields of study, including 
strategic management, organisational theory, and marketing, and specifically focuses on 
organisations that adopt innovation as a core competitive strategy and its effects on 
organisational performance (Subramanian, 1996). Since the early 1960s, there has been a rapid 
increase in publication of innovation studies enhancing knowledge about, and grasp of, theory 
and processes of innovation (Fagerberg, 2009). Thus, innovation conceptualisation has 
received considerable attempts to advance the construct and literature. 
The definition of innovation commonly perceives it as an interactive process (Freel, 2005), 
involving introduction of change and then generation of new knowledge, ideas, skills, and 
levels of market understanding (McDermott & O’Connor, 2002; Tödtling, Lehner, & 
Kaufmann, 2009). However, researchers have long agreed on the need to clearly differentiate 






















2007). One clear distinction between innovation and invention is time lag. Fagerberg (2009) 
points out this difference, claiming that a considerable time lag, sometimes decades, 
distinguishes innovation from invention. Invention is the novel idea, whereas innovation 
involves more than conceiving a novel idea but also planning and executing the novel idea, 
incurring a considerable amount of time (Fagerberg, 2009). Fagerberg (2009) also cautioned 
that invention and innovation are oftentimes used interchangeably in the literature, as observed 
in the following discussion. 
Having made this clarification, the definition of innovation as evident in the literature is 
reviewed in order to understand its evolution, application, and different types. Innovation has 
been defined as “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other 
unit of adoption” (Rogers, 2003, p. 12). This definition emphasises perception of newness as 
innovation, that is if and when an individual perceives an idea, practice, or object as new, then 
that is innovation. Innovation has also been described as the “invention, development, and 
implementation of new ideas” (Garud, Tuertscher, & Van de Ven, 2013, p. 776). However, the 
study of innovation has grown beyond just new ideas as the literature has established that 
innovation is a complex concept and very well contested (Edquist, Hommen, & McKelvey, 
2001; Walker, 2006). 
The literature has also shown that innovation can be defined in various ways, focusing on 
organisations or individuals within an organisation. For instance, innovation has been viewed 
as “a mind-set, a pervasive attitude, or a way of thinking focused beyond the present into the 
future vision” (Kuczmarski, 1996, p. 7). In this perspective, innovation is perceived as the 
attitude of individuals (e.g. the CEO or a top manager) within an organisation and their 
acceptance of risks associated with innovation. Alternatively, innovation can be viewed as the 
outcome of organisational activities; for instance, D. Johnson (2001, p. 139) refers to 
innovation as: 
1. “Any change in product or service range an organisation takes to market” – that is the 
development of a new product or service as a result of R&D activity; 
2. “Any change in the application of a product or service away from its original purpose” 
– this refers to applying an old product or service in a new way; 
3. “Any change in the market to which a product or service is applied away from the 
originally identified market” – this definition is similar to the preceding except in this 
case the environment (market) rather than the application is new; 
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4. “Any change in the way a product or service is developed and delivered away from the 
original operational and logistical design” – this refers to new ways in developing and 
administering products and especially services. A good example of this innovation is 
in education where teaching and learning can be developed for and delivered to people 
via the Internet (e-teaching and e-learning); and lastly 
5. New ways an organisation develops “its core business model away from its current or 
previous business model” – examples of this can be associated with organisations’ 
strategies of generating significant revenue by offering broad financial services. 
These five distinct components suggest innovation requires the combination of “several 
different types of knowledge, capabilities, skills, and resources” (Fagerberg, 2009, p. 5). 
Defining innovation is, however, only a step towards understanding what innovation actually 
means. As will be revealed in Table 2.1, researchers classify innovations into distinct groups, 
thereby giving different meanings to the term. Edquist et al. (2001, p. 10) suggest that defining 
innovation may not be so important in the literature as sometimes “definitions may be neither 
right nor wrong, but they may be useful or not, depending upon their purpose”. However, 
Edquist et al. (2001) further emphasise clarity in conceptualisation of innovation as crucial to 
innovation research, because innovation can assume different forms. 
2.3 Types of Innovation 
The first classification of innovation can be traced to the work of Schumpeter (1934). Almost 
all studies referenced in this section referred to his work. Innovation can take the form of 
tangible and intangible. These distinct forms of innovation have been clarified (Edquist et al., 
2001; Fagerberg, 2009; Schmookler, 1966) as product innovation being the tangible form and 
process innovation, the intangible form.  
The classification of innovation adopted for this study is illustrated in Table 2.1, and the 





Table 2.1: Classification of Commercial Innovation 
Source Tangible Innovation Intangible Innovation 
Schmookler 
(1966) 
Product Innovation Process Innovation 












New or improved goods and 
services 
Improvements in ways to produce 
goods and services 
Source: Author, 2021 
Innovation in product technology is described as the knowledge of how to improve or create 
better products and services, whilst innovation in production technology is the knowledge of 
how to better produce products and services (Schmookler (1966). Fagerberg (2009, p. 8) goes 
further to give a clearer distinction, stating that product innovation can be characterised as “the 
occurrence of new or improved goods and services” while process innovation is characterised 
as “improvements in the ways to produce these goods and services”. This characterisation by 
Fagerberg (2009) can be further distinguished, with product innovation divided into two sub-
categories (material goods and intangible services – i.e. non-material), and process innovation 
also divided into two sub-categories (technological and organisational innovations) (Edquist et 
al., 2001). Technological process innovation in this sense is associated with types and improved 
use of machinery, while organisational process innovation is associated with ways in which 
firms are organised (Fagerberg, 2009). 
The distinction between product and process innovation forms the bedrock of different types 
of innovation (Edquist et al., 2001; Schmookler, 1966). Divergent views of innovation can be 
said to have originated from the distinction between product and process innovations. 
Numerous studies have attempted to simplify process innovation (Edwards, Delbridge, & 
Munday, 2005; Tushman, 1977). 
Innovation can also be categorised as either incremental or radical, with differing 
characteristics. This classification of innovation is most visible in organisations (R. Henderson 
& Clark, 1990; Koberg, Detienne, & Heppard, 2003). Substantial effort has been expended to 
distinguish between the two most common forms of innovation in the management field – 
incremental and radical innovations (Utterback & Abernathy, 1975) – and in recent decades, 
disruptive innovation has been conceptualised (Abernathy & Clark, 1985; Bower & 
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Christensen, 1995). Radical and incremental innovations are usually differentiated by their 
“competitive consequences because they require quite different organizational capabilities” (R. 
Henderson & Clark, 1990, p. 9) and managers’ propensity to undertake associated risks 
(McDermott & O’Connor, 2002).  
The extant innovation literature makes claims that incremental innovations make use of current 
technologies to strengthen competencies and competitiveness while disruptive innovations 
originate as a result of limited market choices (Calia et al., 2007). Disruptive innovation 
conceptualisation is mostly credited to the work of Abernathy and Clark (1985); it challenges 
the status quo in an attempt to provide cheaper yet acceptable alternatives (Wan, Williamson, 
& Yin, 2015). The next two subsections review the literature on incremental and radical 
innovations. 
To lay the foundation for the focus of this study, catalytic innovation, this section on types of 
innovation discusses two of the well-researched kinds of innovation – incremental and radical 
– and discusses why organisations pursue them and then which of the types is pursued by social 
organisations. 
2.3.1 Incremental Innovation 
Incremental innovation improves upon existing products, services, and processes, and broadens 
the organisation’s skills (Jansen, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2006). Incremental innovations 
are associated with lower order innovations that encourage the status quo (Koberg et al., 2003), 
and an enhancement or redesign of existing products to satisfy the needs of current customers 
(Varadarajan, 2009). The outcomes of incremental innovation are relatively minor 
improvements to organisations’ existing products, services, and processes; however, 
incremental innovation exploits the “potential of the established design and often reinforces 
the dominance of established firms”, thereby bolstering firms’ capabilities (R. Henderson & 
Clark, 1990, p. 9). Incremental innovations geared towards sustaining current offerings may 
improve short-term organisational performance (Alexander & Van Knippenberg, 2014), 
whereas over-concentration on incremental innovation could result in an organisation 
becoming short-sighted and neglecting future plans and performance (Shinhyung & Jungtae, 
2019). 
Incremental innovation is essentially exploitative (Marín‐Idárraga, Hurtado González, &  
Cabello Medina, 2016), characterised by improvement and refinement of current innovations 
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(He & Wong, 2004; Jansen et al., 2006). It is tailored to specific existing customers’ needs 
rather than future needs or prospective customers’ needs. Therefore, organisations that are 
targeting new customers or new markets may focus on other types of innovations, e.g. radical 
or disruptive, as a form of competitive strategy. 
2.3.2 Radical Innovation 
Radical innovations are those innovations that are new to not just the firm but to the market 
and industry as well (Jansen et al., 2006), and feature significantly different managerial 
requirements than those for incremental innovations (McDermott & O’Connor, 2002). 
Conversely to incremental innovations, radical innovations combine technologies different 
from existing technologies, and result in significant benefits to and acceptance by customers 
compared to current products (Varadarajan, 2009). A radical innovation results in a 
differentiated “set of engineering and scientific principles and often opens up whole new 
markets and potential application” (R. Henderson & Clark, 1990, p. 9). 
Extant literature on innovation has documented that organisations find radical innovations 
difficult to implement despite the plethora of evidence that radical innovations engender 
successful organisations’ entry to a new industry or market (Jansen et al., 2006; McDermott & 
O’Connor, 2002; Slater, Mohr, & Sengupta, 2014). This assertion is supported by Koberg et 
al.’s (2003) claims that radical innovations are associated with higher order innovations that 
create new industries, products, or markets. This category of innovation turns old innovations 
obsolete, leading to emergence, transformation, or sometimes disappearance of industries and 
markets. 
Radical innovation products lead to profitability in organisations (Alexander & Van 
Knippenberg, 2014), unprecedented benefits to customers, and superior organisational 
performance (Slater et al., 2014). Producing radical innovations is not all rosy, as there are 
numerous pitfalls on the way (Slater et al., 2014). Developing radical innovations involves 
undertaking huge risks due to the significant investments in new markets and/or ways of 
producing and delivering new products and services (Alexander & Van Knippenberg, 2014), 
requiring new sets of managerial skills and competencies (McDermott & O’Connor, 2002), 
and can take a considerable amount of time (Shinhyung & Jungtae, 2019). 
Both incremental and radical innovations have long been examined from the organisational 
ambidexterity perspective (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; He & Wong, 2004; James, 1991; 
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Marín‐Idárraga et al., 2016; Shinhyung &  Jungtae, 2019; Tushman &  O'Reilly, 1996) . 
Organisational ambidexterity encompasses the simultaneous adoption and execution of two 
conflicting innovation logics, that is, explorative and exploitative strategies of organising, 
managing, and executing innovation plans (He & Wong, 2004) necessary for competitive 
advantage (James, 1991). Independently, radical innovation is associated with explorative 
innovation (Jansen et al., 2006; Marín‐Idárraga et al., 2016) , which is characterised by 
spontaneity and path-breaking. Incremental innovation is essentially exploitative (Jansen et al., 
2006) and is characterised by the deployment of resources to advance existing innovation 
(Marín‐Idárraga et al., 2016) . 
Although organisational ambidexterity is desirable, it is difficult to practice (Tushman & 
O’Reilly, 1996). From this viewpoint, radical innovation provides the groundwork upon which 
incremental innovations may be pursued (McDermott & O’Connor, 2002). In other words, 
radical innovation is an important foundation for the creation of incremental innovations, while 
incremental innovation builds on radical innovation, that is, it supports radical innovation 
(Jansen et al., 2006). The symbiotic relationship that exists between radical and incremental 
innovation offers a unique strategic and competitive advantage to ambidextrous organisations. 
Incremental innovation is an important competitive strategy for small organisations lacking 
significant resources (Calia et al., 2007), while radical innovation is typically pursued by 
relatively bigger and more established organisations (Jansen et al., 2006). Disruptive 
innovation is a competitive strategy adopted mostly by smaller organisations that are often new 
entrants into a market or industry (Christensen, Raynor, & McDonald, 2015). This research 
focuses on the disruptive characteristics of radical innovation, and concentrates on disruptive 
innovation within the social organisation spectrum. 
2.3.3 Disruptive Innovation 
Disruptive innovation will be given significant attention in this section because of its direct 
link to catalytic innovation (Christensen et al., 2006). Catalytic innovation theory is employed 
in this study to explain how social innovation creates social impact. Disruptive innovation 
theory lays the foundation upon which catalytic innovation theory is built. 
Disruptive innovation has been described as a form of technological innovation which occurs 
within a process, providing new values different from mainstream innovations (Yu & Hang, 
2010). Disruptive innovation deviates from the characteristics of other forms of innovation 
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(that is, incremental and radical). Bower and Christensen (1995) identified two important 
characteristics of disruptive innovation as technologies of which the performance attributes are 
(1) initially not valued by existing customers, and (2) when performance improves, are 
eventually valued and accepted by existing customers. Another clear distinction between 
disruptive and radical innovations is that radical innovation is carried out by industry 
incumbents (generating a significant difference in current products and services), whereas 
disruptive innovation is carried out by new entrants into the market (as it is difficult for industry 
incumbents to disrupt themselves) (Wessel & Christensen, 2012). Table 2.2 distinguishes three 
key characteristics – creator, customer, and cost – across incremental, radical, and disruptive 
innovations. 













Customer Existing customers New customers Future customers 
Cost Low High High 
Source: Author, 2021 
Disruptive innovations are what Charitou and Markides (2002) and Markides (1997, 1998) 
refer to as strategic innovations – fundamentally new or different ways of conducting business 
with the intent of revolutionising competition within an existing industry. Disruptive 
innovations exhibit the following specific characteristics: 
1. Disruptive innovations emphasise different or new product and service attributes; 
2. They start out as small and low-margin businesses and are overlooked by established 
industry players; 
3. They grow to capture a large share of established market; and 
4. They are inevitably recognised and accepted by established industry incumbents. 
(Charitou & Markides, 2002) 
Disruptive innovation theory has raised numerous concerns around how industry incumbents 
should best respond to disruptive threats from new entrants (e.g. Charitou & Markides, 2002; 
Markides, 2006). Strategies to survive disruptive innovations have been proposed by Gilbert 
and Bower (2002) and Wessel and Christensen (2012). Using examples of how British Airways 
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and KLM Royal Dutch Airlines survived disruptive innovations in the 1990s from EasyJet and 
Ryanair, Charitou and Markides (2002) suggest that an unplanned response to disruptive 
innovations is detrimental to established industry incumbents. 
Disruptive innovations employ radically new strategies that are different from and in conflict 
with industry incumbents’ strategies, causing a dilemma for industry incumbents on how to 
respond because the “existence of trade-offs makes it difficult for an established company to 
respond to the disruptive innovation effectively” (Charitou & Markides, 2002, p. 57). Markides 
(2006) critiqued two of his own previous works (Markides, 1997, 1998), rephrasing ‘strategic 
innovation’ to mean ‘business-model innovation’. Business-model innovation is defined as 
“the discovery of a fundamentally different business model in an existing business” (p. 20). 
Markides’ description of disruptive innovation does not clearly state the initiator of the 
disruption. However, by categorising business-model innovation as a kind of radical 
innovation, the description’s portrayal of a disruptive innovator tends towards the direction of 
industry incumbents – this deviates from the disruptive innovation propounded by Christensen 
(1997). Nevertheless, the debate on how disruptive innovation influences markets and how best 
industry incumbents should respond creates a dilemma. 
To overcome this dilemma, Wessel and Christensen (2012, p. 4) propose developing a 
“disruption of your own before it’s too late to reap the rewards of participation in new, high-
growth markets” while considering the impact on and fate of legacy current operations; for 
example, Procter & Gamble responded to disruptive innovation from Schick’s detachable 
shaving blade by developing its own detachable but superior shaving blade. 
Disruptive innovations create a set of new and different key success factors within an industry 
that incumbents cannot afford to ignore if they are to remain competitive. Businesses respond 
to disruptive innovation similarly to how individuals respond to change in their environment, 
with the direction and intensity of response determined by perceptions of the change – either 
as a threat or an opportunity (Gilbert & Bower, 2002). Charitou and Markides (2002) assert 
that responding to a disruptive innovation requires two main factors; motivation – specified as 
the rate of growth of the new innovation and the level of threat it poses; and ability or capability 
– determined by the incumbent’s portfolio of skills and resources and the time at their disposal. 
However, Gilbert and Bower (2002) differ in their opinion as to how to respond and what 
should motivate responses to disruptive innovations. Conceiving disruptive innovation as 
either a huge threat or a huge opportunity is a recipe for disaster. Instead, Gilbert and Bower 
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(2002) argue, disruptive innovation should be treated as a threat at the initial stage when 
resources are being allocated in response, and later as an opportunity when discovering and 
responding to new markets. The threat perception will ensure adequate, aggressive, and rigid 
allocation of resources, while the later perception of opportunity encourages unique analysis 
of the new innovation and subsequent application of new methods. 
While studies agree that disruptive innovations are both threats and opportunities to industry 
incumbents and require carefully planned responses, they differ on how to respond to this form 
of innovation (Bower & Christensen, 1995; Charitou & Markides, 2002; Gilbert & Bower, 
2002; Markides, 1998; Wessel & Christensen, 2012). Although the response to disruptive 
innovations generates controversies, one aspect of disruptive innovation that seems to be 
widely accepted is its nature. The nature of disruptive innovation creates a net growth in the 
economy by starting up new markets and attracting new customers (Gilbert & Bower, 2002). 
Social innovations are mostly fundamentally disruptive in nature – usually creating an entirely 
new market (once ignored) and attracting new customers (once underserved). However, this 
poses no threats to industry incumbents, hence they are discouraged and disparaged 
(Christensen et al., 2006). 
Disruptive innovations are mostly considered inferior as compared to mainstream innovations 
because they lead to cheaper good-enough products and services, but still serve their target 
market well enough (Yu & Hang, 2010). Mainstream innovations result in an overserved 
market, a trend disruptive innovations counter. Mainstream innovations do not stop or decline 
at the emergence of disruptive innovation; rather, industry incumbents respond with continuous 
improvement of their technologies and eventually exceed demand, thereby resulting in 
overserved markets. For example, discount department stores, budget airlines, and online 
businesses and education are by nature disruptive innovations (Christensen & Raynor, 2003); 
nevertheless, traditional businesses in these areas continue to improve their capabilities, and 
sometimes respond by adopting or creating their own version of the disruption. 
2.4 Disruptive Innovation in the Social Sector 
While in the process of disrupting a commercial market, disruptive innovations may result in 
unintended social changes, thereby creating a social market. This is sometimes referred to as a 
“by-product of pursuing a business opportunity” (Christensen et al., 2006, p. 96), and should 
not be confused with social innovation. However, when social change is the main purpose of 
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disruption, then this may be considered a catalytic innovation – the major determinant of social 
innovation (Christensen et al., 2006). It is imperative to make clear that social innovations (that 
is, catalytic innovations) are not restricted to only not-for-profit social enterprises or 
organisations, they are present and visible in for-profit social enterprises and sometimes 
commercial enterprises, for example corporate social innovation (see Herrera, 2015; Herrera, 
2016 for example). 
Social innovation involves so much more than just creating new or different products and 
services. Social innovations are created with the purpose of serving underserved social needs, 
creating new markets for social purposes, changing fundamental and underlying beliefs and 
relationships, challenging regulations for the greater social good, and ultimately impacting 
society (Nilsson & Paddock, 2014; Westley & Antadze, 2010). 
Proponents of catalytic innovation observe that misdirection of social investment often has the 
perverse effect of maintaining the status quo (social interventions that provide goods and 
important services but to a narrow range of people) and results in poor performance of social 
services (Christensen et al., 2006). Established “resources, processes, partners, and business 
models” support the status quo, thereby restricting industry incumbents from disrupting 
themselves (Christensen et al., 2006, p. 96). In order to disrupt this pattern and extend the scope 
of a social service or serve a new social market, a new entrant is required, with different 
innovative products and services, to create what Christensen and Raynor (2003) refer to as low-
end disruptions and new-market disruptions. Low-end disruptions and new-market disruptions 
are two classifications of disruptive innovation (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). Low-end 
disruptions are an attack on “least-profitable and most overserved customers at the low-end of 
the original value network” whereas new-market disruptions create a new value network 
(market) where there is no existing consumption (Yu & Hang, 2010). 
 
2.4.1 Catalytic Innovation 
Relating disruptive innovation (as in commercial innovation) to catalytic innovation (social 
innovation), Christensen et al. (2006) advocate support for organisations that tackle social 
sector problems with new system-changing solutions that are sustainable and scalable. 
Christensen and colleagues refer to this type of innovation as catalytic, claiming it shares 
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principal features with disruptive innovation. This further demonstrates that social and 
commercial innovation overlap, yet feature distinctive characteristics. 
Christensen et al. (2006, p. 96) enumerate five features that distinguish catalytic innovations 
from other forms: 
1. “They create systemic social change through scaling and replication; 
2. They meet a need that is either overserved (because the existing solution is more 
complex than many people require) or not served at all; 
3. They offer products and services that are simpler and less costly than existing 
alternatives and may be perceived as having a lower level of performance, but users 
consider them to be good enough; 
4. They generate resources, such as donations, grants, volunteer manpower, or intellectual 
capital, in ways that are initially unattractive to incumbent competitors; 
5. They are often ignored, disparaged, or even encouraged by existing players for whom 
the business model is unprofitable or otherwise unattractive and who therefore avoid or 
retreat from the market segment.” 
Considering catalytic innovation is a subset of disruptive innovation distinguished by their 
primary focus on systemic social change (Christensen et al., 2006), it is important to consider 
how industry incumbents will react to catalytic innovation relative to how they have reacted to 
disruptive innovation (Charitou & Markides, 2002; Wessel & Christensen, 2012). A review of 
the social impact creation and social innovation literatures indicates that multi-sectoral 
initiatives have emerged – not-for-profit and for-profit, as well as commercial enterprises – 
under the corporate social innovation initiative (Herrera, 2015), and are creating innovation for 
social change. Consequently, it is imperative to evaluate all forms of social innovations against 
the five qualities of catalytic innovation. 
Deliberate disruption for social change is a sign of catalytic innovation (Auvinet & Lloret, 
2015; Christensen et al., 2006). Catalytic innovators are oftentimes not easily identified 
because they do not make use of traditional models of innovation and technologies, thus they 
do not feature in mainstream news articles or trade magazines. However, catalytic innovators 
can be identified by noticing their catalytic characteristics such as: 
1. “A relatively new entrant is providing a lower-cost, less-functional alternative to a 
customer segment that is overserved or not served at all by the dominant provider; 
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2. The dominant provider is moving away from the new entrant’s offerings and toward a 
more profitable segment of the market; 
3. The new entrant is continuing to improve its offering, expanding its market reach as the 
dominant play retreats, while others copying its model are beginning to emerge.” 
(Christensen et al., 2006, p. 100). 
To categorise an emerging innovation as catalytic or otherwise, the innovation should be 
evaluated against the five distinctive qualities of catalytic innovation. During the course of 
evaluating a social innovation, importance is given to the innovation rather than the 
organisation. “A search for catalytic innovations needs to focus on the solution first and then 
look at how it is, or could be, implemented” (Christensen et al., 2006, p. 101). 
Limited studies (Auvinet & Lloret, 2015; Mohan & Potnis, 2010) have evaluated catalytic 
innovations, with differing results and recommendations. Auvinet and Lloret (2015) surveyed 
219 Mexican social enterprises, searching for catalytic innovation as proposed by Christensen 
et al. (2006) to understand whether catalytic innovation results in economic success. Their 
study finds that mostly hybrid social enterprises successfully create catalytic innovation, 
experience financial success, and generate social impact. However, that study does not show 
what entrepreneurial orientation elements drive catalytic innovation in these social enterprises 
and whether catalytic innovation is limited to social enterprises, given that it has been proposed 
that social innovations with sustainable and scalable social impact can also be created by 
commercial enterprises (Herrera, 2015, 2016). 
The three-year longitudinal study conducted by Mohan and Potnis (2010) produced a 
microfinance-centred framework for catalytic innovation in India but fell short of testing for 
any measure of catalytic innovation. However, they recommend that future studies investigate 
“whether all five factors are necessary for a catalytic innovation? Or, are they, taken together, 
sufficient? And, if not, what are the limitations?” (Mohan & Potnis, 2010, p. 235). The 
limitations identified by Mohan and Potnis (2010) and Auvinet and Lloret (2015) show that the 
literature has not clearly stated whether the five factors of catalytic innovation are sufficient to 
create sustainable and scalable social impact. Also, little is known about what entrepreneurial 
orientation factors may contribute to catalytic innovation. This study responds to the calls from 
these works to investigate whether the five factors of catalytic innovation as proposed by 
Christensen et al. (2006) are enough for a catalytic innovation and also explores relationships 
between entrepreneurial orientation factors and catalytic innovation. 
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2.5 Social Innovation 
As much as innovation is not a new phenomenon (Fagerberg, 2009), social innovation may not 
be new either. Innovative approaches have been applied to social problems as far back as 
human history goes; what is new is the rapidly changing multi-disciplinary (most especially in 
social sciences) scholarship focus on innovation in recent decades. 
Phillips, Lee, Ghobadian, O’Regan, and James (2014) state that social innovation cannot be 
undertaken in isolation of all crucial stakeholders, including social entrepreneurs as well as 
collaborations across multiple sectors of the economy, given their impact on society. Dawson 
and Daniel (2010) affirm that crucial social innovation stakeholders work together to achieve 
social impact. 
One of the major gains of entrepreneurial activities is innovation, and social entrepreneurship 
is not lagging behind in this aspect. One cannot define, talk, or write about social 
entrepreneurship in totality without, consciously or otherwise, including elements of social 
innovation. Social innovation is an integral part of social entrepreneurship (Auvinet & Lloret, 
2015), a completing and complementary part, without which social entrepreneurship would 
have little or no contribution to social change. 
Social innovation is similar to and strongly connected to social entrepreneurship in many facets 
(Shaw & de Bruin, 2013; Short, Moss, & Lumpkin, 2009); both are emerging fields of research 
attracting interest from relevant stakeholders (including governments) worldwide, perceived as 
contemporary and lasting solutions to problems in the society, in need of agreed definitions, 
and draw on mainstream management theories (Edwards‐Schachter et al., 2012) . While social 
entrepreneurship is an act or practice, social innovation is an idea being invented, created, or 
practised. Examples of social innovation include but are not limited to fair trade and restorative 
justice, mobile money transfer, microcredit, charity shops, zero-carbon housing, hospices and 
kindergartens, Wikipedia, open university, distance learning, and traffic calming (Mulgan et 
al., 2007; Urama & Acheampong, 2013). These and further examples of SI will be explained 
in the following sections. 
Social innovation, although emerging theoretically, has been in practice for many years 
(Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). The dominant trend provoking social innovation in recent years has 
altered, however. For example, the Great Depression of the 1930s led to social innovations 
such as the Works Progress Administration (WPA) under the Second New Deal created by the 
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US government (Phills, Deiglmeier, & Miller, 2008), but in recent years addressing social 
inequalities is spurring social innovations such as microfinance, which involves provision of 
financial services to communities that lack access to contemporary financial systems. 
2.6 Definition of Social Innovation 
SI has been given a wide range of definitions (Andrew, Klein, & Mohamoud, 2010; Caulier-
Grice, Davies, Patrick, & Norman, 2012), conveying different meanings to different scholars 
in different fields of study with varying characteristics (e.g. Edwards‐Schachter et al., 2012; 
Rana, Weerakkody, Dwivedi, & Piercy, 2014). As such it is important to consider how SI 
scholars view, define, and characterise social innovation – and how social innovation is 
distinguished from social entrepreneurship in various fields of study. However, before 
tabulating the different definitions and concepts of SI, it is appropriate and imperative at this 
point to introduce the definition of SI as used in this study. 
The all-encompassing definition of SI adopted for this study is “any novel and useful solution 
to a social need or problem that is better than existing approaches (i.e. more effective, efficient, 
sustainable, or just) and for which the value created (benefits) accrues primarily to society as a 
whole rather than private individuals” (Phills et al., 2008, p. 36). The value created to society 
must have two critical elements: it must “improve both the economic and social performance 
of the society under consideration” (Pol & Ville, 2009, p. 879). These crucial elements have 
been used to evaluate social innovation outputs (for example see Auvinet & Lloret, 2015; 
Cegarra-Navarro, Reverte, Gómez-Melero, & Wensley, 2015). 
Social innovation as explicitly defined here is an example of initiative creating social impact. 
Although innovation, social or otherwise, must be novel, it does not necessarily need to be a 
globally new initiative, but must at least be “new to user, context, or application” (Phills et al., 
2008, p. 37). This is a good example of how cross-border social innovation diffusion occurs, 
i.e., a social innovation with sustainable impact in one society can be transferred to another by 
social entrepreneurs, and such an initiative will still be considered an innovation because it is 
novel to the receiving community. 
Table 2.3 highlights conceptual variations among definitions of SI, which suggests that SI can 
emerge in several forms and for different reasons while achieving the same and sometimes 
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different goals. The diversity in definitions and conceptualisations of SI is not new; this 
phenomenon is definitely not isolated to SI, as it is common to all emerging fields of study, 




Table 2.3: Conceptual Variation in Definitions of Social Innovation 
Innovative Activities and Services 
1 Mulgan et al. (2007, p. 8) “Innovative activities and services that are motivated by the goal 
of meeting a social need and that are predominantly developed and 
diffused through organisations whose primary purposes are 
social” 
New Products, Processes, Methods, and Ideas 
2 Mumford (2002, p. 253) “The generation and implementation of new ideas about social 
relationships and social organization”  
3 Westley & Antadze 
(2010, p. 2) 
“Social innovation is a complex process of introducing new 
products, processes or programs that profoundly change the basic 
routines, resource and authority flows, or beliefs of the social 
system in which the innovation occurs…successful social 
innovations have durability and broad impact” 
4 Howaldt, Kopp, & 
Schwarz (2015, p. 31) 
“Social innovation encompasses new practices (concepts, policy 
instruments, new forms of cooperation and organisation), 
methods, processes and regulations that are developed and/or 
adopted by citizens, customers and politicians, in order to meet 
social demands and to resolve societal challenges in a better way 
than the existing practices” 
5 Unceta, Castro-Spila, & 
García Fronti (2016, p. 
193) 
“Social innovations are regarded as new products, processes and 
methods that, in a creative and sustainable manner, offer a better 
solution to one or several social demands” 
New Solutions 
6 Phills, Deiglmeier, & 
Miller (2008, p. 36) 
“A novel solution to a social problem that is more effective, 
efficient, or just than existing solutions and for which the value 
created accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than private 
individuals” 
7 Caulier-Grice, Davies, 
Patrick, & Norman 
(2012, p. 18) 
“Social innovations are new solutions (products, services, models, 
markets, processes etc.) that simultaneously meet a social need 
(more effectively than existing solutions) and lead to new or 
improved capabilities and relationships and better use of assets 
and resources” 
8 Edwards-Schachter, 
Matti,& Alcantara (2012, 
p. 673) 
“Social innovation is seen as providing new solutions and 
instruments to cope with economic crisis and other global 
dilemmas… which are becoming more urgent and require rapid 
resolution” 
9 Urama & Acheampong 
(2013, p. 9) 
“Social Innovation is helping to solve some of world’s most 
pressing problems with new solutions” 
Changing Underlying Beliefs 
10 Nilsson & Paddock 
(2014, p. 9) 
“Social innovation isn’t just about providing new products and 
new services; it’s about changing the underlying beliefs and 
relationships that structure the world” 
Source: Author, 2021 
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Table 2.3 captures the varying views of SI scholars pertaining to the definition of SI. As stated 
in the section above, differing definitions and opinions may be observed in and attributed to 
new and emerging research topics (Nicholls et al., 2015). The table shows how scholars view 
SI as innovative activities and services; new products, methods and ideas; emerging solutions, 
and changing underlying beliefs. The differing conceptualisation of SI has led authors like van 
Wijk, Zietsma, Dorado, de Bakker, and Martí (2019) and Edwards-Schachter and Wallace 
(2017) to believe that SI is over conceptualised, while other authors believe that more works 
are needed to refine the term (Foroudi, Akarsu, Marvi, & Balakrishnan, 2021). 
2.7 Types of Social Innovation 
In order to understand the differing conceptions of SI highlighted by Table 2.3, it is important 
explore these concepts through examples. Caulier-Grice et al. (2012, p. 15) emphasise the 
“need to go beyond using social innovation generically and be clear about what kind or type of 
social innovation” is being referred to. The typology of SI shown in Table 2.4 describes social 
innovations using examples so as to bring clarity to the identified conceptual variation in SI 
definitions. 
Table 2.4: Typology of Social Innovation 
Type of Social Innovation Description Example 
New services and products New interventions or new 
programmes to meet social 
needs 
Car-sharing or carpooling; 
zero-energy housing 
development 
New practices New services which require 
new professional roles or 
relationships 
Dispute resolution between 
citizens and the state 
New processes Co-production of new 
services 
Participatory budgeting; Fair 
Trade 
New rules and regulations Creation of new laws or new 
entitlements 
Personal budget; grazing 
reserves 
Adapted from Caulier-Grice et al. (2012). 
Social innovations live among us in their thousands and have “moved from the margins to the 
mainstream” (Mulgan, 2006, p. 146). Examples of social innovation include neighbourhood 
nurseries and neighbourhood wardens, Wikipedia and the Open University, holistic health care 
and hospices, microcredit and consumer cooperatives, the fair trade movement, zero-carbon 
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housing developments and community wind farms, restorative justice and community courts, 
online self-help health initiatives, and community housing (Mulgan, 2006). 
2.8 Importance of Social Innovation 
The previous section defined and explained SI in the context of this study. It also highlighted 
the variations in how SI is conceptualised, with examples. It is relevant at this stage to examine 
the importance of social innovation, its contributions to socio-economic development, and how 
institutions and governments view social innovation, including steps taken to promote it. 
Looking at the commitments governments and institutions have devolved to social innovation, 
one can concur with Mulgan et al. (2007) assertion that the results of social innovation live 
among us. It is obvious these governments and institutions have seen and acknowledged the 
increasing socio-economic problems that only a few people are able to solve, while the majority 
of people cannot and probably will not. They have equally acknowledged that SI possesses the 
capability to remedy these socio-economic problems, hence their dedication to promote SI. The 
importance of social innovation has been recognised in several fields of research (Edwards‐
Schachter et al., 2012), especially fields of study where existing methods fail to improve or 
yield new possibilities, problems are intensifying, and/or alternative methods are being 
exploited (Mulgan et al., 2007). 
Institutions, organisations, and governments have established not only social entrepreneurship 
centres but also social innovation centres (e.g. Stanford, Centre de Recherche sur les 
Innovations Sociales (CRISES) Canada, Zentrum für Soziale Innovation (ZSI) Vienna, Young 
Foundation London, New Zealand Social Innovation and Entrepreneurship Research Centre 
(SIERC), the White House Office of Social Innovation and Civic Participation, etc.). Despite 
all these well-funded and organised research centres, a generally-agreed-upon definition for 
social innovation is still elusive (Edwards‐Schachter et al., 2012; Rüede &  Lurtz, 2012) . 
Social innovation is widely accepted to have the capability of improving lives and living 
conditions, and bringing about positive changes in society regardless of geographical location 
(Choi & Majumdar, 2015; Edwards‐Schachter et al., 2012; Pol &  Ville, 2009; Urama &  
Acheampong, 2013). 
SI is not only important for economic growth, it is partially responsible for sustainable 
economic growth by overcoming economic barriers such as youth unemployment and 
33 
 
increased social conflict, and opening up new markets (Urama & Acheampong, 2013). The 
importance of SI cannot be overemphasised; social innovation lives with us, it is those new 
ideas, ways, or strategies, either large or small, that people employ as they strive to respond to 
social demands and sometimes overcome social problems in their daily lives (Westley & 
Antadze, 2010). 
Social innovation is a “critical type of innovation” (Pol & Ville, 2009, p. 878) and has been 
found to have contributed to literatures in the fields of sociology, management, and social 
entrepreneurship as well as political science, business administration and economics, 
creativity, territorial and urban development, and human development economics (Edwards‐
Schachter et al., 2012; Rüede & Lurtz, 2012). 
2.9 Relationship between Social Innovation and Commercial Innovation 
It would be naïve to just distinguish between commercial and social innovations, as an in-depth 
look at the literature suggests there are rather more dynamic relationships than differences 
between the two distinct forms of innovation. This does not imply that there are no differences 
between commercial and social innovation, rather that the differences manifest in the 
relationship between the two types of innovation. For instance, commercial and social 
innovations are both created and geared towards economic growth (Kondratieff, 1984; 
Schumpeter, 1934); however, social innovation has an equally significant agenda towards 
societal advancement (Mulgan, 2006; Mulgan et al., 2007; Nicholls et al., 2015). 
There is a complementary relationship between social and commercial innovation. To 
understand this relationship, terminology and typology clarity is needed (Linton, 2009). Both 
social and commercial innovations are created to tackle one or a combination of economic 
issues (Linton, 2009). Additionally, social innovation tackles social issues (Nicholls et al., 
2015). In some instances, social innovation requires technological innovation to achieve its 
goal, e.g. to achieve the goal of financial inclusion (and also reduce the risks associated with 
movement of physical money) of rural communities, mostly in developing countries, social 
innovators and financial institutions have advocated the use of mobile money for business 
transactions. 
Commercial innovation also requires social innovation to achieve its own goals. For instance, 
Kuznets (1955) showed that technological innovation such as railway development requires 
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the establishment of a stock market, a macro-level social innovation, to achieve its goal. It is 
not uncommon for economists like Kuznets to describe social innovation at the macro level, 
(Linton, 2009). 
There are areas where social and commercial innovations are similar, different, and exhibit 
complementing characteristics. Figure 2.2 highlights the dynamic relationship between social 
and commercial innovations. 








The relationship between social and commercial innovation can be represented using a set 
diagram as shown in Figure 2.2. Regions A and B (A ∆ B, symmetric difference) represent 
dimensions where both innovations are clearly unique and well differentiated, while region C 
(A ∩ B) represents dimensions not only similar to both innovations but overlapping and 
complementary in nature. Figure 2.2 emphasises that the similarities and complementary nature 
of social and commercial innovations are as important as their differences, if not more so. 
Regions A and B include diverse dimensions such as purpose or goal of innovation, strategy, 
market, value creation, application and utilisation, measurement, durability, and method of 
diffusion. Region C covers dimensions where A and B share values, such as addressing general 
needs of people, potential to bring about desirable change, innovation processes, types of 
innovations, etc. Table 2.5 illustrates the dynamic relationship between social and commercial 
innovations. 







Table 2.5: Relationship between Social and Commercial Innovations 
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Money is a key 
resource 
TEPSIE (2014) 
Growth Slow and resilient Fast growth TEPSIE (2014) 
Measurement Measured by impact 
on society 
Measured by return on 
investment or profit 
potentials 
Dainiene & Dagiliene 
(2015); Mulgan (2006) 





Durability Created to be 
sustainable 
Created to be dynamic Dainiene & Dagiliene 
(2015) 
Target Market failures Market potentials Nicholls, Simon & 
Gabriel (2015) 
Overlapping similarities 
Sector focus Geared towards 






Innovation process In-house strategy; 
integration of 
innovative NGOs into 
established public 



































2.10 Entrepreneurial Orientation 
The pioneering entrepreneurial orientation (EO) works have been credited to Miller and Friesen 
(1982) and Miller (1983), while a few studies have included Mintzberg (1973) and Khandwalla 
(1976) as part of the foundation studies of EO. However, subsequent EO studies have built on 
Miller and Friesen’s works. For example, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) and Rauch, Wiklund, 
Lumpkin, and Frese (2009) linked EO to firm performance; (Lumpkin et al., 2013) examined 
EO in its social context; and Morris, Coombes, Schindehutte, and Allen (2007) and Morris, 
Webb, and Franklin (2011) examined EO in the not-for-profit context. Entrepreneurship 
literature has strongly demonstrated that EO remains a vibrant discourse topic for scholars 
(Covin & Wales, 2019). However, little is known or understood or even researched regarding 
EO in social innovation and in particular in catalytic innovation. 
The role of EO is less apparent in the creation of social impact compared with in the creation 
of economic gains for enterprises. Although Morris et al. (2007) have demonstrated that EO 
has a legitimate role in social enterprises, not-for-profits to be specific, there is a dearth of 
information on the role of EO in other forms of social enterprises, for instance for-profit social 
enterprises and hybrid enterprises. This section reviews the literature on EO with the intention 
of identifying characteristic relationships between EO and catalytic innovation in different 
forms of social enterprises. This is necessary because different forms of organisations vary in 
their combinations of EO (Morris et al., 2007). 
The application of EO dimensions with respect to how firms innovate and take risks in their 
attempts to proactively introduce novel processes, products, or services before any other firm 
varies across different types of enterprises (Morris et al., 2011). Much emphasis in this regard 
has been given to commercial enterprises (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983; Miller & 
Friesen, 1982; Rauch et al., 2009), with the addition in recent years of not-for-profit enterprises 
(Morris et al., 2007; Morris et al., 2011), but only a limited number of studies exist in the 
context of hybrid social enterprises. 
There is an abundance of empirical work relating to EO as a multidimensional concept to firms’ 
innovation (e.g. Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983). Early studies have shown that the 
determinants of innovation could vary as a function of a firm’s type or direction of innovation 
strategy (Miller & Friesen, 1982). Oftentimes, innovations are spurred by threats and 
challenges from current or new competitors within or outside firms’ market, motivating firms 
to respond with strategies for innovation (Miller & Friesen, 1982). 
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There are three original dimensions to EO as proposed by Miller and Friesen (1982) and Miller 
(1983): innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness. These have been applied in the social 
entrepreneurship context (see Syrjä, Puumalainen, Sjögrén, Soininen, & Durst, 2013). 
Lumpkin and Dess (1996), while clarifying the multidimensionality of EO and linking it to 
performance, propose an additional two elements of EO: autonomy and competitive 
aggressiveness. According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996), competitive aggressiveness “refers to 
the type of intensity and head-to-head posturing that new entrants often need to compete with 
existing rival” (p. 139), while autonomy “refers to the independent action of an individual or a 
team in bringing forth an idea or a vision and carrying it through to completion” (p. 140). 
However, as subsequent studies have focused on the three original components of EO, this 
study will not include the two additional components; rather, it too will focus on the original 
three components of EO. This is consistent with Morris et al.’s (2007, p. 15) claim that each of 
the three components of EO is necessary for an entrepreneurial firm and that while they can 
operate independently of one another, each component is not sufficient without the other two 
components. Thus, “to be entrepreneurial is to simultaneously demonstrate innovativeness, 
risk-taking, and proactiveness”. This argument is supported by Covin and Slevin (1989) and 
George and Marino (2011). Although Lumpkin and Dess (1996) propose two additional 
components of EO, their description of the entrepreneurial process captures the three main 
components, as it includes “experimenting with promising new technologies” (innovativeness), 
“being willing to seize new product-market opportunities” (proactiveness), “and having a 
predisposition to undertake risky ventures” (risk-taking) (p. 136). 
One of the pioneering EO studies, Miller (1983), also confirms EO as a multidimensional 
concept and that entrepreneurial firms are innovative, risk-takers, and proactive. The 
dimensions of EO are conceptualised to reflect how firms support their internal activities and 
not in terms of to what end the activities are directed (Morris et al., 2011). That is, firms’ EOs 
are structured towards directing the activities in which firms engage, especially innovative 
activities, and not necessarily the outcome of the activities. Accordingly, regardless of a firm’s 
target outcome – social or commercial, for-profit or not-for-profit, EO captures the degree to 
which a firm pursues innovation activities. Therefore, Morris et al. (2011) argue that EO 
dimensionality is the same for all organisations that are entrepreneurial in nature regardless of 
their activity or mission focus. Hence, the application of EO in the context of social innovation 
is not out of place. The following sections review each of the three components of EO in turn, 




Innovativeness is a key attribute of entrepreneurial firms (Miller, 1983), that is manifested in 
the creation of novel ideas and participation in activities to develop new processes, products, 
and services of business operation (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). 
Entrepreneurial firms that adopt EO, regardless of their mission and form, can stimulate their 
business expansion, accelerate their innovative progress and ultimately create wealth (Lumpkin 
& Dess, 1996). Innovativeness of a firm is more likely to be determined by the innovation aims 
of top managers and strategies adopted by the firm (Miller & Friesen, 1982). In an attempt to 
distinguish differences in aims and strategies of conservative and entrepreneurial firms, Miller 
and Friesen (1982, p. 16) conclude that in a conservative firm, innovations are a response to 
challenges or threats. Conservatively, innovations are carried out only when necessary, and in 
the following situations: 
1. There are serious challenges, threats, or instabilities in environment; 
2. These are brought to the attention of managers and consciously analysed by them; and 
3. Structural, technocratic, and financial resources are adequate for innovation. 
In contrast, for entrepreneurial firms, innovations happen naturally. Innovations in these types 
of firms will continue until there are signs resources have been wasted on innovation (Miller 
& Friesen, 1982). These firms are natural innovators, risk-takers, and are proactive, whereas 
non-entrepreneurial firms do the opposite – they imitate competitors, innovate very little, and 
are averse to risks (Miller, 1983). 
2.10.2 Risk-Taking 
Risk-taking embraces firms’ willingness to dedicate significant organisational resources to 
pursuing new business opportunities that involve a “reasonable chance of costly failure” 
(Morris et al., 2007, p. 14), undertaken in various ways (Baird & Thomas, 1985) and at different 
levels by firms (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Entrepreneurial firms adopting EO dimensions are 
often characterised by risk-taking capabilities that may involve incurring significant debt or 
committing large resources in the hope of making both short and long term economic gains 
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983). 




1. Venturing into unknown business and markets; 
2. Committing large organisational resources to venture not knowing for sure what the 
outcome might be; 
3. Incurring financial debts through borrowing. 
In terms of levels of risks entrepreneurial organisations undertake, Lumpkin and Dess (1996) 
identify nominal or low level risks and high level risks as the two broad risks firms can be 
involved in. Nominal risks are the categories of risk that are considered safe, that include 
depositing money in banks, restocking shelves, or investing in treasury bills (Lumpkin & Dess, 
1996). This category of risk is mostly associated with small scale enterprise. The majority of 
social enterprises are likely to be small scale enterprises and may undertake nominal risks. 
The second level of risks Lumpkin and Dess (1996) identify is the high level risk that involves 
borrowing heavily from financial sources, innovating new products and services, exploring a 
new process of delivery, or exploring new or potential market opportunities. Medium to large 
scale enterprises are most likely to fall under this category of risk-takers. This risk category 
does not automatically preclude social enterprises because there are medium scale social 
enterprises. Social innovators are likely to go on the path of taking risks to explore new process 
or ways to deliver goods and services to unserved markets. In the same way, there are large 
groups, foundations or even commercial enterprises that support and undertake risks for the 
purpose of social innovation. 
2.10.3 Proactiveness 
Proactiveness of an enterprise is essential to innovation strategy and innovation itself (Miller, 
1983). Proactiveness is an important dimension of EO (George & Marino, 2011; Morris et al., 
2007), essential to EO on account of suggesting “a forward-looking perspective that is 
accompanied by innovative or new-venturing activity” (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996, p. 146), and 
“concerned with implementation of something new, doing what is necessary to anticipate and 
act upon an entrepreneurial opportunity” (Morris et al., 2007, p. 14). Proactiveness entails 
entrepreneurial activities that include seeking opportunities, forward-looking perspectives 
characterised by the introduction of new services and products ahead of competition, and 
anticipating future demands (Gilbert & Bower, 2002; Rauch et al., 2009; Wessel & 
Christensen, 2012). In other words, proactiveness involves the combination of moving first 
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before competitors, taking initiative, anticipating, and pursuing unexplored opportunities 
sometimes in emerging markets, or better in underserved markets. 
Proactive firms are associated with being the quickest to innovate a product or service and at 
the same time being the first to introduce the product or service to new or existing markets 
(Miller, 1983). A proactive firm is a market leader rather than a follower. It leads the market 
through its foresight to recognise new opportunities and willingness to pursue the opportunities 
but may not always be the first to do so (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). There are two perspectives 
to being a proactive firm within a market or industry. The first involves the capability of 
looking forward, anticipating, and innovating new products and services for a particular 
market. The second is being one of the first firms to introduce the innovative products and 
services to the market (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Morris et al., 2007). 
2.11 Stakeholder Engagement 
The stakeholder theory suggests that organisations benefit financially from engaging with their 
stakeholders (Donaldson & Preston, 1995) and sustain their competitive advantage (Rodriguez, 
Ricart, & Sanchez, 2002). Stakeholder theory is rooted in organisation strategic management 
philosophy of engaging in important relationships that have the potential to advance the 
organisation’s objectives (Freeman, 1984, 1999). Freeman’s (1984) conceptualisation of who 
a stakeholder is – “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of 
the organisation’s objectives” (p. 46) – explicitly captures the dynamic relationship that exists 
between SOs and their ecosystem, being that there is mutual benefit between SOs and their 
stakeholders. In other words, there is the possibility of organisation-stakeholder fit (Bundy, 
Vogel, & Zachary, 2018) albeit in the social organisation sector. This synergic relationship is 
important for organisations to engage and seek contribution and cooperation of their 
stakeholders (Welford, Chan, & Man, 2008). Within the social organisation context, such 
relationships especially with social-goal oriented stakeholders can be important to achieving 
social missions (Reichel & Rudnicka, 2009). 
As such, there is a mutual expectation and cooperation between social stakeholders and SO, 
being that social stakeholders expect to be beneficiaries of SIs created by SOs whilst on the 
other hand, SOs expect that the social stakeholders be cooperating co-creators of SI (Imperatori 
& Ruta, 2015). Imperatori and Ruta (2015) view social stakeholders as “those groups that can 
affect, or be affected by, the achievement of the organisation’s social objectives” and economic 
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stakeholders as “those groups that have an impact on the aims of business performance” (p. 
324). Once again this affirms Freeman’s (1984) view of stakeholders as important relationships 
within the social organisation sector. 
Subsequent to Freeman’s (1984) view of stakeholders in his seminal book, most stakeholder 
engagement studies focused exclusively on those stakeholders that can affect organisation’s 
operations and objectives, consequently leaving out to a large extent those stakeholders that 
are affected by the organisation’s objectives (Hart & Sharma, 2004). This further exacerbates 
the ambiguity around the management of different stakeholders and associated relationships 
(Hall & Vredenburg, 2005). However, within the social organisation sector, stakeholder 
engagement encompasses Freeman’s (1984) original conception of who the stakeholder is. Yet, 
this has not changed the perspective of social organisation scholars as some studies still focus 
on stakeholders such as funders, policymakers or decision makers (for example: Irene, Marika, 
Giovanni, & Mario, 2016), neglecting stakeholders such as beneficiaries of social 
organisations’ objectives. Nonetheless, the importance of stakeholder engagement to SOs 
creating SI and social impact cannot be overemphasised, as engaging with all categories of 
stakeholders has the potential to promote sustainable innovation orientation (Ayuso, Ángel 
Rodríguez, García-Castro, & Ángel Ariño, 2011) in organisations that embrace engagement 
with stakeholders. Rightly, extant stakeholder literature has long theorised that organisations 
benefit from engaging with multiple stakeholders (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Jones, 1995). 
Moving beyond identifying who are the stakeholders of SO, the influence of stakeholders is 
pivotal to SO’s mission (Reichel & Rudnicka, 2009). The influence of stakeholders on 
organisations is manifested in the stakeholder theory as a way to account for societal and 
environmental influence on organisation’s productivity (Rodriguez‐Melo &  Mansouri, 2011) . 
This assertion had earlier been supported by Roarty (1997) who argued that green customers’ 
influence is shaping how traditional organisations pursue, source and produce their products 
and services, therefore exerting considerable influence on their profitability. In the social 
organisation sector, stakeholder engagement has been shown to influence social movements 
and organisations (Friedman & Miles, 2002). 
As stated above, an organisation’s stakeholders are not only those fortunate enough to hold the 
organisation’s stocks but also all non-stockholding yet important people, organisations, 
associations, groups, beneficiaries, and communities (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997), who 
form the supportive and innovative ecosystem that enables SO to create SI. SOs do not create 
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SIs in isolation, they engage in relationships that are important to creating SI and delivering on 
social impact. The knowledge exchange that occurs between SOs and their ecosystem promotes 
the creation of SI (Ayuso et al., 2011). This assertion has been well established in commercial 
business organisation (Ayuso, Ángel Rodríguez, & Enric Ricart, 2006); however, there is 
limited research around this same topic in the social organisation sector. Mitchell et al.’s (1997) 
typology of who and what constitute an organisation’s stakeholders captures the ongoing 
discourse on the innovative and cooperative ecosystem in which SOs operate (Hazenberg, 
Bajwa-Patel, Roy, Mazzei, & Baglioni, 2016; Roy, McHugh, Huckfield, Kay, & Donaldson, 
2015), in an attempt to establish empirical evidence to advance the stakeholder theory within 
the social organisation context. 
Stakeholder engagement in SOs is an important strategy to create social impact, especially as 
it keeps SOs focused on their mission (Ramus & Vaccaro, 2017). Ramus and Vaccaro (2017) 
identified a four-step stakeholder engagement process consisting of “identification, dialog, 
development, and disclosure” (p. 315). In these steps, Ramus and Vaccaro (2017) proposed 
that (1) SOs prioritise social and economic performance and then select the best stakeholders 
with which to partner. They then (2) engage with the selected stakeholders by discussing their 
social agenda and mutual benefits. Next, the SOs and selected stakeholders (3) co-create and 
implement social innovation projects. Finally, the SOs engage with stakeholders by (4) 
reporting on their performance and social impact. 
Internal stakeholders include employees (Freeman, 1984), and are as important as those 
external to the organisation to spur entrepreneurial and innovative activities (Alpkan, Bulut, 
Gunday, Ulusoy, & Kilic, 2010). The following section analyses how top managers support 
internal stakeholders and create a conducive internal environment for innovation to thrive 
within SO. 
2.12 Top Management Support for Social Innovation 
The upper echelons and top management support perspectives to organising and running 
organisations are based on the dire need to understand why organisations act the way they do 
(Hambrick & Mason, 1984) and what influence the top managers have on firm innovativeness 
and thus firm performance. Literature has long established the importance of creating an 
internal environment conducive to spur innovative activities, and especially the key decision 
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makers within an organisation (Rothwell, 1987). In the SO research space, efforts at unearthing 
individual and/or group of individual social entrepreneur influence on SO’s innovativeness is 
ongoing (Gauthier, Cohen, & Meyer, 2019). The composition of upper echelons in most SOs 
is uniquely different to traditional organisations in that most SOs are not only small to medium 
organisations, they are oftentimes owner-manager organisations. Studies that have attempted 
to come up with a measurement scale for SO’s innovativeness and entrepreneurship construct 
have acknowledged the importance of top management support (for example, see Dwivedi & 
Weerawardena, 2018; Hornsby, Kuratko, Holt, & Wales, 2013), however, there have been little 
to no empirical support for top management support within the SO-innovativeness context. 
This makes the study of top management support in SOs an interesting and important research 
perspective and one that is scarce. 
Entrepreneurship and innovation scholars have argued the importance of internal 
organisational dimensions and supports in creating an innovative environment within the 
organisation (Finkle, 2012; Goodale, Kuratko, Hornsby, & Covin, 2011; Hornsby, Kuratko, & 
Montagno, 1999; Rothwell, 1987). In particular, top management support has been identified 
as an important determinant of internal innovative environment within organisations (Finkle, 
2012; Kuratko et al., 2014). Also, organisational innovativeness is contingent upon the 
conducive entrepreneurial internal environment made possible by the support of top managers 
(Kuratko et al., 2014). As such, organisations pursuing innovation have been encouraged to 
motivate and support their employees especially those that are directly involved in creating 
innovation (Hornsby et al., 2013; Kuratko et al., 2014; Kuratko, Montagno, & Hornsby, 1990). 
Top management support for organisational innovativeness includes all suitable organisational 
settings that enables employees, intrapreneurs, and innovators alike to easily access necessary 
resources and conditions to develop and implement ideas and projects (Alpkan et al., 2010), 
and signifies the intensions of senior executives’ commitment to success (Garrett & Neubaum, 
2013; Mahrous, Genedy, & Kalliny, 2020) and the encouragement of entrepreneurial and 
innovative behaviours of their subordinates (Kuratko et al., 2014). Top managers are an 
invaluable source of tacit and explicit knowledge to their subordinates (Garrett & Neubaum, 
2013) that are more apparent in small organisations’ internal environments like those in SOs. 
When top managers provide a conducive and suitable internal organisational environment, 
employees find it easier to cope with external conditions that may affect innovative process 
within the organisation (Alpkan et al., 2010) such as dynamic market demand for innovative 
solutions (Mahrous et al., 2020). The importance of top management support in providing 
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conducive internal dimensions to spur innovation cannot be overemphasised in the SO context. 
This is because SO mostly operate in resource constraint conditions (Zahra et al., 2009) that 
may be easily affected by external environment. 
SOs top managers need to manage and support their internal environment so as to enhance 
innovativeness within their organisations in order to sustain their advantage and position within 
their sector (Kuratko et al., 2014). Considering, awakening organisational entrepreneurial spirit 
is essential when generating new and creative ideas (Alpkan et al., 2010), coupled with the 
constrained human resources, SO top managers may need to do more than provide a conducive 
internal environment, they may have to show leadership by committing to, championing and 
leading organisational quests for SI. 
2.13 Chapter Summary 
This chapter has focused on reviewing SO and SI literature with the purpose of conceptualising 
the antecedents of CI. The chapter began with a review of the extant literature on traditional 
innovation identifying two main categorisations of commercial innovation along the product 
innovation and procession innovation dichotomy. Further review focused on the three widely 
researched classifications of innovation, that is, incremental, radical, and disruptive 
innovations, and the relationships among these classifications of innovations, and the strategic 
advantages accrued to organisations that adopt these innovations individually and collectively. 
CI was considered as subset of disruptive innovation but derives its uniqueness from focusing 
on social changes created by SO. Furthermore, emphasis on disruptive innovation in the social 
sector revealed that CI shared some features with disruptive innovation. The review exposed 
the gap in the literature analysing how and if the CI features are applied in creating social 
impact. 
The chapter revealed that SI had been practised for a long time and that the literature on SI was 
only starting to catch up since the last two decades. SI as a research construct was analysed 
using conceptual variations ascribed to the construct by scholars in the field. The chapter also 
analysed and synthesised the similarities and dissimilarities between social innovation and 
commercial innovation with examples of both innovations. 
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The chapter then, adopting mainstream entrepreneurship and strategy constructs, 
conceptualised the antecedents and outcomes of CI. Entrepreneurial orientation consisting of 
original three constructs – innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking including stakeholder 






















As noted in the literature chapter, social organisation and social innovation as a research field 
emerged some two decades ago, according to Doherty (2018). As such, research methods 
adopted to study phenomena within the field are evolving. This chapter discusses the 
methodological approach adopted and methods used in this research. The methodological 
section reviews different paradigms and their assumptions on how research may be conducted. 
This is important because the pragmatic paradigm adopted in this research incorporates mixing 
at least two paradigms which are usually the constructivism and post-positivism. The 
methodological section also provides justification for mixed methods research approach used 
in the present study. The methods section explains the research design employed – detailing 
how both qualitative and quantitative research approaches compliment each other in this study, 
the data collection techniques, sampling and recruitment processes, analysis of interview 
responses, and analysis of questionnaire responses. 
3.2 Methodology and Approach 
Methodology is associated with paradigms of and how fields of study (e.g. psychology, 
business) conduct research (Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011, 2018). As stated above, this 
section focuses on the research paradigm adopted in this research. A research paradigm is an 
agreed upon set of basic philosophical beliefs or worldviews and practices in which a 
researcher places and conducts his/her study (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Morgan, 2007). 
Paradigms are not ultimate as they evolve over time, for example, Cavana, Delahaye, and 
Sekaran (2001) in their popular research textbook reference three main paradigms: positivism, 
interpretivism, and critical research, while a more recent research book such as Mertens (2015) 
focuses on four paradigms: post-positivism, constructivism, transformative, and pragmatic. 
Interpretivism draws on knowledge of reality obtained by the action of human actors. It 
involves making sense of knowledge through the preconceived lens of the researcher 
(Walsham, 1995). Whereas positivism, despite criticism from rival research orientations, has 
remained dominant in management research. The origin of positivism has been traced to 
ancient Western philosopher Plato’s quest for knowledge and truth through objectivity. Many 
aspects of positivism are embedded in Western culture and ways of making sense (P. Johnson 
& Duberley, 2000). Both interpretivism and positivism have been improved upon and hence 
evolved into constructivism and post-positivism respectively. Table 3.2 highlights the 
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philosophical stands of four paradigms adapted from Mertens (2015), while subsequent 
sections explain each paradigm. Before that, Table 3.1 shows key elements of research. 
Table 3.1: Summary of Key Elements of Research 
Element Definition 
Paradigm Guiding worldview 
Ontology The nature of social reality and what can be known about  
Epistemology The role of the researcher and researcher/participant relationship 
Methods Tools for data collection 
Theory Account of social reality that extends beyond data 
Methodology A plan for how research will proceed (combining methods, theory, and 
ethics) 
Ethics How researcher engages with, informs, and protects participants 
Source: Leavy (2014) 
Paradigm, ontology, and epistemology are philosophical elements of research; while methods, 
theory, and methodology are classified as praxis elements; ethics may be classified as both 
philosophical and praxis (Leavy, 2014). Philosophical elements inform the researcher beliefs 
on “how research should proceed, what can be known, who can be a knower, and how we come 
to know”; praxis on the other hand is the “practice of research” (Leavy, 2014, p. 3). These 
philosophical elements manifest throughout the present study. I provide, in subsequent 
sections, how these elements influence this study. 
I adopt a pragmatic worldview in this study; utilising both qualitative and quantitative methods 




Table 3.2: Basic Beliefs Associated with the Major Research Paradigms 
Basic Beliefs Post-positivism Constructivism Transformative Pragmatic 
Axiology (nature of 
ethical behaviour) 
Respect privacy; informed 




of views; raise 
participants’ awareness; 
community rapport 
Respect for cultural norms; 
beneficence is defined in 
terms of the promotion of 
human rights and increase in 
social justice; reciprocity 
Gain knowledge in pursuit 
of desired ends as 
influenced by the 
researcher’s values and 
politics 
Ontology (nature of 
reality) 
One reality; knowledge 




Rejects cultural relativism; 
recognises that various 
versions of reality are based 
on social positioning; 
conscious recognition of 
consequences of privileging 
versions of reality 
Asserts that there is single 
reality and that all 
individuals have their own 
unique interpretation of 
reality 
Epistemology (nature of 
knowledge; relation 
between knower and 
would-be known) 
Objectivity is important; the 
researcher manipulates and 
observes in a dispassionate, 
objective manner 
Interactive link between 
researcher and 
participants; values are 
made explicit; create 
findings 
Interactive link between 
researcher and participants; 
knowledge is socially and 
historically situated; need to 
address issues of power and 
trust 
Relationships in research 
are determined by what the 
researcher deems as 
appropriate to that 
particular study 
Methodology (approach 







factors are described 
Qualitative (dialogic), but 
quantitative and mixed 
methods can be used; 
contextual and historical 
factors are described, 
especially as they relate to 
oppression 
Match methods to specific 
questions and purposes of 
research; mixed methods 
can be used as researcher 
works back and forth 
between various approaches 
Adapted from Mertens (2015). 
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3.2.1 Post-Positivism Paradigm 
Like its predecessor, positivism guided early research in education and psychology with the 
assumption that the social world can be studied like the natural world through experimentation 
and measurement of what is observable. Post-positivism focuses on empirical and objective 
data to generalise constant relationships between variables (Mertens, 2015). 
Positivism research methods are derived from natural science research methods (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011) e.g. experimentation and measurement. However, due to the level of complexity 
and almost extreme rigour involved in natural science research methods, positivists adopted a 
quasi-experimental research method (Mertens, 2015). 
Positivists believed that one reality exists and that it is the responsibility of the researcher to 
discover this reality (naïve realism). This is a limitation with this kind of worldview in that it 
does not account for human experience such as thinking or feeling. However, post-positivist 
psychologists argue that human feeling and thinking are an equally important aspect of research 
and that such human experience should be studied (Mertens, 2015). Hence, research 
methodologists have continuously embraced and based their claims on probability rather than 
certainty (for example, see Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). 
Epistemologically, post-positivism slightly differs and improves on the limitation of positivism 
which infer that researcher and participants are independent (Lincoln et al., 2018). However, 
objectivity has been advocated for, post-positivists acknowledge that theories, hypotheses, 
background knowledge may influence researchers’ preconception of the phenomenon to be 
studied. Personal biases are ethically checked (Mertens, 2015). 
3.2.2 Constructivism Paradigm 
The underlying assumptions and methodology of positivism that knowledge or reality is 
“theory laden” is challenged by the constructivism paradigm stance that knowledge or reality 
is rather “socially constructed” by people who are actively involved in the making and quest 
for reality. Basically, constructivists believe that reality is subjective to the interpretation of the 
researcher (Mertens, 2015, p. 16). The constructivists’ interest in a philosophical stance 
different to the positivists’ resulted in paradigm distinction, this fuelled the popular paradigm 
war (Bryman, 2006). 
Constructivism paradigm is grounded in interpretive and inductive reasoning (Bryman & Bell, 
2011), and utilises a hermeneutical and dialectical approach to interpret data (Mertens, 2015), 
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in that constructivists make meaning of reality by subjecting the phenomenon being studied to 
their own understanding, and at the same time they are influenced by the characteristics of the 
phenomenon. Therefore, “the inquire and the inquired-into are interlocked in an interactive 
process: each influences the other” (Mertens, 2015, p. 19). The paradigm also encourages 
subjectivity and confirmability of data to the researcher’s interpretations and context. 
Constructivism paradigm enhances a rather more personal and interactive data collection 
process. The paradigm claims that multiple realities do exist; that is, valid multiple yet 
contradictory accounts of a phenomenon is possible (Onwuegbuzie, Johnson, & Collins, 2009). 
3.2.3 Transformative Paradigm 
Transformative paradigm underlying philosophical assumption is that reality or knowledge is 
biased when power is not evenly distributed (Creswell, 2013). This school of thought includes 
several researchers who may be classified as critical theorists; feminists; Marxists; racial, 
ethnic, and indigenous theorists among others (see full list adapted from Mertens, 2015 below). 
Transformative scholars are methodology pluralists in that they adopt qualitative and 
quantitative methods in attempts to evolve their methodologies (for example, see Hesse-Biber, 
2013; Schneider et al., 2004). 
The transformative paradigm framework advocates for critically examining what (other 
paradigms e.g. constructivism and post-positivism) is acceptable as reality in order to 
determine if the reality contravenes the rights of and obstructs social justice for minority and 
marginalised groups in societies (Creswell, 2013; Mertens, 2015). 
The transformative paradigm introduces a dynamic viewpoint to how data is collected e.g. 
interviews. It raises awareness of “cultural complexities” in the interactive relationship 
between the researcher and the participant (Mertens, 2015, p. 32). In doing so, the 
transformative researcher critically examines the underlying assumptions that may influence 
scientific research; thereby, generating more critical questions about research on minority and 
marginalised groups. 
3.2.4 Pragmatic Paradigm 
Pragmatism as a research paradigm provides a philosophical support for the integration of 
otherwise different research methods in a study (B. Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). 
The pragmatic paradigm rejects the assertion that qualitative and quantitative philosophies 
cannot be meaningfully mixed within a study. The claim that research methods and analysis 
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could only be situated in either qualitative or quantitative methodology has been deconstructed 
by pragmatic methodologists such as Valerie Caracelli, John Creswell, Jennifer Greene, Burke 
Johnson, Anthony Onwuebguzie, Donna Mertens, Janice Morse, Abbas Tashakkori, and 
Charles Teddlie, among others. Onwuegbuzie et al. (2009) put up a strong case for pragmatism 
as a distinctive research paradigm by stating that the pragmatic paradigm: 
“offers an epistemological justification (i.e. via pragmatic epistemic 
principles and standards) and logic (i.e. combining approaches that 
help researchers optimally frame, examine and provide tentative 
answers to one’s research question[s]) for mixing approaches and 
methods.” (p. 128) 
This research adopts a pragmatic worldview in attempts to provide answers to the research 
questions posed in the chapter. I acknowledge that pragmatism, like other paradigms, is simply 
the researcher’s philosophical view and guidelines for conducting research, and that the view 
is not perfect (Cavana et al., 2001). Pragmatism has received its fair share of criticism from 
methodologists, notably Guba and Lincoln (1994) and Lincoln et al. (2018). Guba and his 
colleagues have consistently pinned their argument that qualitative and quantitative ways of 
conducting research can’t be mixed at a philosophical level, but noted that this does not apply 
at the methods level. That is, paradigms cannot be mixed but methods may be mixed within a 
single qualitative or quantitative study (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). They cautiously agree that 
paradigms are commensurable if they share axiomatic elements (Lincoln et al., 2018). For 
example, they claim that positivism and post-positivism are commensurable, and so are 
postmodernism, constructivism, and critical theory, but not constructivism and post-positivism. 
Commensuration of differing paradigms, e.g. constructivism and post-positivism, has been 
advocated (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, 2010) and shown to be 
possible (Morse, 2010; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009) within the pragmatic paradigm. Pragmatism 
has also received improving reviews and is claimed to provide a philosophical foundation for 
mixing paradigms as practised in mixed methods research (Biesta, 2010). 
Researchers who believe a single scientific method may not sufficiently answer their research 
questions adopt pragmatic worldview to justify the multiple methods employed in their 
research (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). Pragmatism proposes that reality or knowledge of a 
phenomenon can be examined and measured and also acknowledges that researchers have their 
unique interpretation of reality which should be considered (Mertens, 2015). Therefore, 
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adopting pragmatism provides the philosophical framework to mix two paradigms within a 
study. Positivism (post-positivism) and interpretivism (constructivism) are mostly the two 
widely mixed paradigms. 
There are arguments and counter arguments regarding paradigms’ compatibility. For example, 
Lincoln et al. (2011 & 2018) argue that methods (qualitative and quantitative) may be mixed 
within a paradigm but paradigms cannot be mixed within a study. However, contemporary 
proponents of pragmatism such as Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010), Creswell (2010), B. Johnson 
and Onwuegbuzie (2004) have maintained that pragmatism is paradigm whose time has come 
and that paradigms can be mixed within a study. I adopt and follow the latter view in this study 
– pragmatism proponents’ view in that pragmatism cuts across other paradigms as it tries to 
figure out how best to answer research questions (Creswell, 2013), in doing so, pragmatists 
usually interact with research stakeholders (Mertens, 2015). 
3.3 Mixed Methods as Research Approach 
As stated above pragmatism provides the philosophical justification for mixed methods (Biesta, 
2010); although, transformative researchers may also incorporate mixed methods approach 
(Creswell, 2013; Mertens, 2015). Although, mixed methods research may be expanded to 
include a combination of a variety of research methods (Morse, 2010), the pragmatic mixed 
methods approach is uniquely conceptualised and different from triangulation – a process of 
combining different perspectives to validate research assumptions (Flick, 2018) or what 
Lincoln et al. (2018) refer to as mixed methods strategies. According to these authors, mixed 
methods strategies are the different approaches to data collection in order to enrich, show rigor 
in data collection and/or provide more validation analysis findings. 
Although, the collection and analysis of different forms of data within a study is not new (Flick, 
2017) and questions have been asked regarding what is so new about mixed methods (Pelto, 
2015), the mixed methods as a distinct research methodology has only in the last couple of 
decades been given philosophical supports and promoted (B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
In subsequent sections of this chapter, I will elaborate on mixed methods as used in this 
research. However, I would like to highlight different research methods that can be used across 
the paradigm spectrum described above (see Table 3.3). 
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Table 3.3: Research Methods Associated with Paradigms 
































Adapted from Mertens (2015). 
Qualitative (constructivism) and quantitative (post-positivism) research methods are two 
distinct dominant research methods with differing orientations to how research is conducted in 
the business sphere (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Bryman and Bell (2011) illustrated three 
distinctions between qualitative and quantitative approaches to research undertaking along the 




Table 3.4: Philosophical Differences Among Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed 
Methods Research 
Orientation Qualitative Quantitative Mixed Methods 
Principal orientation to 
the role of theory in 







Epistemology Interpretivism (Post-) Positivism Pragmatism 
Ontology Constructionism Objectivism Inter-subjectivism 
Inference from data Context Generality Transferability 
Adapted from Morgan (2007), Bryman and Bell (2011), and Mertens (2015). 
Qualitative and quantitative research methods are mainly the two broad methods by which 
research in the business field is carried out. A qualitative method relies on “human-as-an-
instrument” to understand rich and complex human phenomena, while quantitative method 
relies on “ability of researcher” to make use of statistical processes to analyse data in order to 
investigate phenomena (Cavana et al., 2001, p. 12). However, whenever a researcher attempts 
to study a phenomenon that requires generating and testing a theory within a study, the idea of 
mixing both qualitative and quantitative research methods becomes inevitable. Considered as 
the third research method paradigm (Denscombe, 2008) – mixed methods research within a 
study is not only possible, it is practicable (B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
This mixed methods research (MMR) approach is similar to what Morse (1991) refers to as 
“methodological triangulation” defined as “the use of at least two methods, usually qualitative 
and quantitative, to address the same research problem” (p. 120) or an overarching research 
question as is done in this study. Morse’s (1991) “methodological triangulation” is 
fundamentally different from Flick’s (2017, 2018) triangulation in that Morse (1991) refers to 
collecting and analysing qualitative and quantitative data (two research methods) within a 
study. Also Morse’s argument is centred on using both qualitative and quantitative methods 
independently (within a project) with the purpose of eventually fitting “the results from each 
study into a cohesive and coherent outcome or theory, or confirming or revising existing 
theory” (p. 121). MMR has generated significant interest from researchers in various fields of 
study and is recognised as the third major research approach or paradigm (Denscombe, 2008; 
B. Johnson et al., 2007). MMR generates ideas and practices that are uniquely different from a 
single qualitative and quantitative separate approach. 
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A mixed method approach to social science research opens up “ideas and practices that are 
credible and distinctive and that mark the approach out as a viable alternative to quantitative 
and qualitative paradigms” (Denscombe, 2008, p. 270), but not without raising eyebrows and 
inconsistence, which is, however, common to all research approaches. For example, the 
paradigm war and the aftermath peace are indications that methodology purists and MMR 
protagonists may continue to bring forth arguments and counter arguments to debate paradigm 
compatibility despite the acknowledgement that both views need more work to be done and 
can coexist and complement each other (Datta, 1994). 
MMR is a relatively new research methodology domain compared with the traditional 
qualitative and quantitative domains. Over the years, discussions on MMR have primarily 
centred on the application and adoption of traditional qualitative and quantitative approaches 
to research. Because each approach brings different views and orientation and paradigms to 
research, research methodologists often express different sentiments on how to incorporate 
qualitative and quantitative elements into MMR and their integration (Denscombe, 2008). 
These debates about the usage, application and validity of MMR as a research paradigm are 
expected to strengthen MMR domain. 
As noted earlier, the MMR is not without its limitation. Mixed methods research has short-term 
adverse effects – being that it could greatly prolong research duration and increase the amount 
of work needed. However, long-term gains from thorough groundwork are invaluable (Morse, 
1991). As I have come to realise, during the course of my study and particularly when writing 
this chapter, that conducting a MMR study involves more than providing justification for and 
drafting an eye-catching MMR design and adhering to the norms and rules guiding each 
method used (Morse, 1991). Rather, it involves back and forth review of ongoing arguments 
and counter arguments regarding the philosophical rationale for mixing, and showing on which 
side to base one’s argument. 
3.4 Mixed Methods Research Ontological Foundation 
As noted earlier, ontology deals with the nature of reality and asks question primarily on what 
is the nature of reality (Mertens, 2015). Philosophical discussions are an ongoing agenda in the 
MMR domain (see Table 3.5). Some schools of thought argue that research paradigms are too 
divergent to be mixed, while others argue the divergence in paradigms is an advantage that 
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cannot be ignored, hence they call for mixed methods and mixed paradigms in research 
(Creswell, 2010). 
There is no overarching philosophical principle guiding MMR, resulting in fragmentation and 
inconsistence in the adoption and incorporation of both qualitative and quantitative elements 
in MMR. However, this should not be construed as weakness of the approach (Denscombe, 
2008). 
Table 3.5: Philosophical Stance Influencing Mixed Methods 
No. Paradigm Stance Orientation 
1 Incommensurable Paradigms are too different, should not be mixed, no 
mixed methods research 
2 Aparadigmatic Paradigms are independent and can be mixed in different 
combinations 
3 Complementary Strengths Paradigms are compactible but different, should be 
separated in mixed methods research 
4 Dialectic Diverse paradigms are important, could lead to informed 
debate that might advance mixed method domain. 
5 Alternative Single paradigm of mixed methods research can be 
found in pragmatism or a transformative-emancipatory 
perspective 
6 Design Paradigms can be mixed in a single study, linked to the 
study design.  
 
The following sections detail the justification for conducting a mixed method research and 
methodological approach while methods will be explained in later subsections. 
3.5 Justification for Mixed Methods Approach 
This section discusses why the mixed method research approach is preferred and used, and why 
the method was chosen to address the research questions. It is the research questions that 
usually determine what methodological approach and methods a study undertakes (Teddlie & 
Tashakkori, 2010). 
Recall in Chapter One, I stated that the overarching research question is to be “What are the 
antecedents of social innovation that may create sustained social impact?” This overarching 
research question does not only determine the approach to methodology, it also may lead to 
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any or combinations of MMR design i.e. parallel, sequential, conversion, or a combination of 
the three. Furthermore, this overarching research question may be broken to two distinct sub-
questions i.e. qualitative and quantitative research questions, each requiring different but robust 
methodological approach (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). In support of using MMR when 
research questions and/or the answers that researchers seek necessitate this method, 
Onwuegbuzie et al. (2009) make the case that 
“the MMR paradigm offers an important approach for 
generating important research questions and providing 
warranted answers to those questions. This type of research 
should be used when the nexus of contingencies in a situation, 
in relation to one’s research question(s), suggests that MMR is 
likely to provide superior research findings and outcome.” (p. 
129) 
MMR approach fits this study because it can “simultaneously address a diverse range of 
confirmatory and exploratory questions, while a single approach studies often address only one 
or the other” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010, p. 9). The research question is a more important 
factor in determining what method a study may adopt, than research purpose. Newman, 
Ridenour, Newman, and DeMarco (2003) argued the opposite, in that research purpose should 
be the main determinant, and Morse (1991) emphasised research problem as main determinant. 
This study follows Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010) suggestion, and adopts mixed method 
approach based on the research questions posed in the study. 
3.6 Mixed Methods Research Design 
A research design may be likened to a template by which a study shows its structural process 
and procedure it will follow throughout the course of the study. The concept of MMR designs 
has undergone considerable discussion and debate in the last three decades, from when the 
design framework needed to be grounded in theory (for example, see Greene, Caracelli, & 
Graham, 1989), and continues to evolve (Morse, 2010). MMR design is an important 
consideration that ought to be taken at the beginning of the study (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). 
Although there are several dimensions of MMR designs to consider, the decision should be 
based on how best the chosen design fits the overall objective of the study (Greene, 2007; 
Greene et al., 1989). For the present study, a sequential MMR design approach was adopted; 
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one in which qualitative methods of date collection was first used and followed by quantitative 
data collection methods. 
The MMR community have not come to a consensus as to the number of research typologies 
that MMRs could adopt. This lack of unanimity has been perceived as a healthy sign of 
development of the MMR field (Bryman, 2006). Several studies have identified different ways 
of conducting MMR, i.e. different ways of mixing qualitative and quantitative methods. For 
example, Caracelli and Greene (1997) identified two designs: 
1. Mixed-method component design in which qualitative and quantitative 
methods are connected or mixed only at the later stage of research e.g. at 
the stage of inference, interpretation or conclusion. Examples of component 
design were identified as convergence and extension (Greene, 2007). 
2. Mixed-method integrated design where qualitative and quantitative 
methods are integrated throughout the course of the study. Four examples 
are iteration, blending, nesting or embedding, and substance or values 
mixing (Greene, 2007). 
Other dimensions of MMR include the parallel design of Teddlie and Tashakkori (2010). This 
design has undergone a few series of nomenclature as it has been known as concurrent and 
simultaneous designs in the past. Nonetheless, the definitions are similar but different opinions 
exist as to when to employ the qualitative and quantitative phases or the combination of both 
simultaneously (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). 
MMR may be conducted simultaneously or sequentially (Morse, 1991). Simultaneously, MMR 
make use of both qualitative and quantitative research methods at same time. In this case, there 
is limited interaction between the two methods. However, findings from both methods are 
expected to complement each other. Sequential MMR applies when results of one method are 
essential to and implemented in the other method. This implies that, one method is conducted, 
completed, and its results used to kick-start and complete the other (Morse, 1991). For instance, 
in this study, results from qualitative method (interview) are implemented in designing the 
quantitative approach (survey questionnaire). It is important, for MMR, that both methods be 
completely and independently conducted within a single project. “Each method must be 
complete in itself; that is, all methods used must meet appropriate criteria for rigor” (Morse, 
1991, p. 121). 
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In this study, the sequential MMR design is preferred and adopted because of its structural fit 
to the overall research purpose of this study. Sequential MMR may begin with either of 
qualitative or quantitative methods, answering the corresponding research question before 
starting the next method (Morse, 1991, 2010). A sequential MMR approach allows this study 
to first collect and analyse qualitative data and answer the quantitative research questions. This 
is so as to allow for in-depth interview on the subject of the research question and to generate 
hypothesis that will be subsequently tested via quantitative method. After this, the research 
proceeds to collect and analyse quantitative data with the aim of answering quantitative 
research question and hypotheses developed from the qualitative results. Each process, that is 
qualitative and quantitative methods, has a different but complementary purpose. Studies 
(Morse, 1991) have indicated that each method in a MMR must have a different purpose even 
when the same strategies are used. In the current study, sequential MMR design is adopted so 
that qualitative methods is first used. That is interviews are conducted to collect data and then 
analysed to generate themes and concepts. Relationships between concepts are further 
established so that hypotheses can be developed. Then quantitative method is used to collect 
additional data to test these hypotheses using a series of regression analyses. 
The steps described above ensured rigorousness and that I avoided common mistakes and 
misunderstanding associated with the adoption and application of MMR in studies especially 
at doctorate level. Conducting both qualitative and quantitative methods separately before 
combining both has been advised by Bazeley (2009). Regardless of the design adopted, it is 
important that each method’s rigor is adhered to while keeping the methods separate until the 
mixing point – where the methods interface to complement or validate each other (Morse, 
2010). 
3.7 Methodological Approach to Mixed Methods Research 
The methodology of a mixed methods research may be driven by research concepts or methods. 
There is a clear distinction between what is known as concept-driven and method-driven MMR. 
A conceptual or philosophical driven MMR is regarded as adopting a top-down research 
approach, while a research question or methods driven study adopts bottom-up approach 
(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). This study adopts a bottom-up approach due to the importance 
of research question and its methods. It is not unusual that a MMR proceeds with one or two 
overarching research question(s). In fact, it is not only a general practice, it is encouraged that 
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MMRs have overarching research questions “even though it might get modified as the research 
proceeds” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010, p. 18). This study used an overarching research 
question that is further simplified into qualitative and quantitative research questions that drive 
each of the methods used. 
Oftentimes, for most MMR studies, the purpose of research may be to concurrently validate 
different concepts via both qualitative and quantitative methods and obtain different but 
complementary findings, not just repeating research. Morse (1991) places emphasis on research 
problem while Teddlie and Tashakkori (2010) suggest emphasis should be on overarching 
research questions. Both approaches agree that specific qualitative and quantitative research 
questions be formulated, from either research problem or the overarching research problem, to 
drive qualitative and quantitative methods. The formulated research question may lead to any 
of MMR designs such as parallel, sequential, conversion or even a combination of the three 
(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2010). 
There are different ways and stages during the course of conducting a MMR when both 
elements of qualitative and quantitative approaches may be applied. Both approaches may be 
incorporated into a single study e.g. during research participants recruitment, sampling, data 
collection, analysis, or conclusion. The essence of mixing methods is in the fitting of the results 
from both qualitative and quantitative into a “cohesive and coherent outcome or theory, or 
confirming or revising existing theory” (Morse, 1991, p. 121). 
Integration of qualitative and quantitative methods was hindered by the paradigm war – 
(Bazeley, 2009) “from a pragmatic perspective, the primary issue is to determine what data and 
analyses are needed to meet the goals of the research and answer the questions at hand” (p. 
203). 
3.8 Research Methods 
The previous section justified the adoption of mixed methods – both qualitative and 
quantitative research approaches to investigate the study’s research questions. This section will 
describe the research design and methods used for both the qualitative and quantitative 
research. Each section details the respective approach to investigation research questions, the 
development of research instrument, sampling and recruitment, and data collection and analysis 
process. This is important because a mixed method research should display the rigor and 
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mastery of both qualitative and quantitative research methods (Morse, 1991). The following 
sections highlight both of these research methods. 
3.9 Qualitative Research Methods 
As stated in the justification for MMR section, a qualitative research approach preceded 
quantitative approach in a MMR sequential approach. The qualitative phase of this study adopts 
a grounded theory method to investigate three qualitative research questions. A grounded 
theory approach to qualitative research has been applied in several fields of study (Goulding, 
2005). It may be used as an inductive process to analyse qualitative data to identify emerging 
categories (Pope, Ziebland, & Mays, 2000). From its emergence by Glaser and Strauss (1967 
and 1968), the grounded theory approach to qualitative data analysis has been used to derive 
theory-based and relevant interpretations, predictions, and explanations from data. The 
grounded theory method as used in this study is explained below. 
3.9.1 Grounded Theory Method 
Grounded theory method (GTM) is described as qualitative research methods strategy through 
which theory may be generated by the means of systematic and simultaneous collection and 
analysis of data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), and “the abductive interplay between induction and 
deduction” (Murphy, Klotz, & Kreiner, 2017, p. 291). GTM is applicable to researches that 
focus on actions of managers and the interpretations of the actions within organisational and 
social contexts (Bryant, 2002). The qualitative phase of this study asks questions around what 
and how managers of social organisations create social innovation and impact their 
communities. It also interprets the actions of the managers to generate hypotheses. As such, 
the adoption of GTM strategies is appropriate in this study. 
GTM was developed by the ground-breaking work of Glaser and Strauss (1967 and 1968) as a 
challenge to the social science orthodoxy after the second world war (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), 
which placed much emphasis on the structure and stability of knowledge from social science 
research at the expense of social actors, e.g. the researchers. As part of the ground-breaking 
studies that challenged the 1960 orthodoxy, GTM focused on the researcher’s participations 
e.g. observation and interviews in studying a phenomenon (Bryant, 2014), and it emphasises 




GTM is a widely used qualitative data analysis method (Guetterman, Babchuk, Howell Smith, 
& Stevens, 2019). This is because since it was developed, it has encompassed research 
approaches in many disciplines (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007) such as in social science, 
psychology, medicine, information science (Bryant, 2002, 2014; Guetterman et al., 2019), and 
adult education (Babchuk, 1996). However, despite the wide acceptance of GTM, there is a 
need for researchers, especially early career researchers and those at postgraduate level, to 
avoid two common confusions around the adoption of GTM. One of the common 
misconceptions about GTM is the differentiation of grounded theory (GT) as an outcome, from 
grounded theory method (GTM) as a process. Researchers confuse and mix-up GTM which in 
itself is a methodological process, and GT – an outcome of methodological process. To put it 
simply, GT is the outcome of GTM (Bryant, 2002, 2014). Nonetheless, several studies use both 
terms interchangeably. It is, however, possible to use the method without producing a grounded 
theory (Bryant, 2002). The aim of this study is not to produce a grounded theory despite using 
the method, but hypotheses (Guetterman et al., 2019). You may recall that the qualitative phase 
of this study develops the hypotheses (not theories) that are subsequently tested in the 
quantitative phase. Therefore, this study does not produce a GT, rather it adopts GTM to 
produce hypotheses that are further tested. 
The second misconception about GTM is about the most important part of the method. Early 
researchers may find themselves asking the question; how much prior knowledge of a 
phenomenon should I have before commencing the study? The crux of GTM is that the 
researcher starts his/her study with an open mind and allows data to dictate the direction of 
study (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Researchers should not misunderstand the essence of GTM by 
ignoring relevant knowledge of the phenomenon prior to study commencement. The main idea 
is not to have formulated ideas, concepts or hypotheses prior to study beginning especially data 
collection. “The researcher(s) should not seek to articulate concepts or hypotheses to be tested, 
but rather that the initial aim should be to gather data as the basis for developing the research 
project in its initial stages” (Bryant, 2014, p. 126). However, researcher should have ideas and 
be able to offer some initial characteristics of phenomenon to be studied. In order to gather data 
and gain insight into the actions of social organisations’ managers, I chose to undertake 
interviews with CEOs or top management staff of social organisations. Interview data and 
literature review provided relevant knowledge to conduct GTM. 
I also avoided concerns that authors such as Bryant (2002) have raised regarding the adoption 
of GTM in which some studies hide their methodological lapses and sometimes do not have 
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clear research objectives and ideas. At the beginning of this chapter, I justified the need for the 
methodology and methods adopted in this research, and research objectives have been clearly 
stated earlier. As I have stated in Chapter One, the aim of this study is not to generate grounded 
theories but to provide a clearer understating of the antecedents of social innovations which 
have the potential to create a sustained social impact. It is my belief that since the social 
innovation and social impact research fields are relatively emerging; MMR provides a better 
research methodology of studying this somewhat unexplored research field. MMR provides 
the advantage of objectivity and subjectivity to data analysis which fundamentally is present in  
single research methods. Also, adopting GTM provides the potential to reveal some important 
antecedents and outliers of social innovation. GTM places much emphasis on systematic 
approach to data analysis in order to generate new theories, concepts, or hypotheses to be tested 
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Most importantly, I am able to approach, collect and analyse 
interview data with open mind and uncover themes and concepts, as well as develop 
relationships between the themes and concepts that might not have been possible if I had used 
other data collection and analysis methods. 
The adoption and usage of GTM in this study is predicated upon Glaser and Strauss (1967, p. 
3) expectations of GTM outcome, which are stated as: 
1. “To enable prediction and explanation of behaviour; 
2. To be useful in theoretical advance in sociology; 
3. To be usable in practical applications – prediction and explanation should be able to 
give the practitioner understanding and some control of situations; 
4. To provide a perspective on behaviour – a stance to be taken toward data; and 
5. To guide and provide a style for research on particular areas of research”. 
The outcome of GTM (usually a theory, however, not mandatory) is dynamic and ever-
changing in order that the outcome becomes quite “rich, complex, and dense, and makes its fit 
and relevance easy to comprehend” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 32). In this study, the outcome 
of GTM process are themes, concepts and hypotheses (see Chapter 4) that are further enriched 
through testing in quantitative data analysis. One question that comes to mind is: why should 
anyone adopt GTM in a MMR? Next section provides answers to this question. 
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3.9.1.1 Grounded Theory Method in a Mixed Methods Research 
MMR is relatively new compared with either qualitative or quantitative research. Nonetheless, 
MMR is increasingly being used in social, behavioural and health studies (Ivankova & 
Kawamura, 2010), and is characterised with the rigorously integrating both qualitative and 
quantitative methods to “generate meta-inferences beyond what either approach could alone” 
(Guetterman et al., 2019, p. 179). Whilst, GTM has gained widespread appreciation across 
several disciplines and usage not only from qualitative researchers but quantitative researchers 
inclusive, and is frequently used in MMR studies (for example, see Elstad, Maserejian, 
McKinlay, & Tennstedt, 2011; Nelson, Cordova, Walters, & Szecsy, 2016; Walsh, 2014). 
Individually, MMR and GTM are not new approaches to research; however, combining both 
in a study is rather nascent (Guetterman et al., 2019), and together both MMR and GTM 
complement each other (Howell Smith et al., 2019). 
The proponents of GTM have long advocated for its usage in both qualitative and quantitative 
research methods (Glaser, 2008; Glaser & Strauss, 1967). B. Johnson, McGowan, and Turner 
(2010) fundamentally asked if GTM is inherently a MMR method and came to the conclusion 
that although methods do not logically entail epistemology and vice versa, both methods and 
epistemology influence each other. In their study, B. Johnson et al. (2010) then outlined a 
version of MMR, one that adopts GTM, and they coined this version MM-GT. Recent research 
has since highlighted the potentials of adopting a MM-GT (for example, see Birks, 2015; 
Walsh, 2015). 
MM-GT is applicable to research in many disciplines and has potential across many disciplines 
(B. Johnson et al., 2010; Walsh, 2015). Guetterman et al. (2019) outline the advantages of MM-
GT for both grounded theorists and mixed methods researchers as follows: 
Advantages of MM-GT to GT theorists 
 Grounded theory was originally conceptualised to be used with both 
quantitative and qualitative data. Therefore, a mixed methods 
framework provides an opportunity to more fully realise the benefits 
of grounded theory methods. 
 MM-GT may yield a more robust analysis than using grounded 
theory exclusively as a qualitative methodology. Quantitatively 
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testing findings from grounded theory most certainly adds credibility 
to emerging theory. 
 MMR may increase funding opportunities because many funding 
agencies still prioritise quantitative research over stand-alone 
qualitative designs. MMR designs also recognise the added 
generalisability quantitative methods offer, yet still allow for a 
strong qualitative component to build depth in the analysis. 
 
Advantages of MM-GT to mixed methods researchers 
• MM-GT can be an effective ‘‘transition methodology’’ for 
quantitatively trained scholars interested in expanding their toolkit 
to incorporate mixed methods designs. The rigorous, systematic 
nature of grounded theory may be more readily accepted than other 
qualitative approaches. 
• Similarly, MM-GT may increase the appeal of MMR to fields that 
are heavily quantitative in nature. 
• Grounded theory provides an effective technique to integrate or 
develop theory from practice as data are emergent, contextual, and 
situation-specific across settings. 
• Grounded theory may help foster the rigorous management of the 
qualitative strand in mixed methods studies. 
• MM-GT is amenable to collaborative forms of inquiry involving 
both quantitatively and qualitatively trained researchers. The 
iterative nature of this method can bolster collaboration in different 
phases of the study and can accommodate researchers with different 
worldviews working together. 
• MM-GT can enhance substantive and formal theory development 
through the generation and testing of theory in the same study. The 
emerging theory is based on the experiences of the participants rather 
than on the testing of a priori theory, augmenting more traditional 
top-down quantitative approaches. 
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• Theoretical sampling, a foundational grounded theory concept, can 
benefit the conduct of MMR through the iterative development of 
theoretical constructs (pp. 190-191). 
3.9.1.2 How Grounded Theory Method was used 
A theory derived from data is almost sacrosanct (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Such theory, despite 
constantly undergoing changes such as modification or redevelopment, is embedded in the data 
and it is relevant to practitioners as well as in the development of future studies. GTM is 
dynamic in nature and as such the form in which it is presented depends on its subsequent use 
and effectiveness (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 
For the purpose of this study, the outcome of the GTM process is at the hypothesis stage in 
order that the resulting hypotheses can be tested using a quantitative method. Figure 3.1 
represents the GTM process used to develop what I now refer to as grounded propositions (or 
hypotheses for the purpose of quantitative analysis). Key steps involved in the process are 
























Adapted from Bryman & Bell, (2011). 
  
1. Research question 
12. Test hypotheses 
3. Theoretical sampling 
4. Collect data 
8. Explore relationships 
between categories 
2. Interview questionnaire 
5a. Concepts 
6a. Categories 6. Constant comparison 
8a. Hypotheses 
5. Coding 
7. Saturate categories 
12a. Develop 
 
9. Theoretical sampling 
10. Collect data 
11. Saturate categories 
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The grounded theory method of data collection and analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2011) 
diagrammed in Figure 3.1 illustrates how this research utilised the method to collect and 
analyse data. The method has been widely used, adopted, and “owned” to suit studies, 
especially PhD dissertations (Glaser, 1998). However, by “owning” the method, I do not intend 
to re-write what is already written. I have adopted the method in a manner to provide answers 
to the research questions. There are 12 main steps and 4 sub-steps to how I adopted GTM. I 
developed explorative research questions that allow me to ask questions about the experience 
and actions of top managers within their organisations. I sought to interview CEOs and top 
managers as these are the people who make decisions as to the direction of innovations and 
activities that impact communities. I systematically went back and forth between coding and 
data collections as concepts begin to emerge. Constant comparison between concepts and data 
collection brought forth categories that were further explored to develop relationships 
(hypotheses). At the point when I observed no new or emerging concepts, I reached the point 
of theoretical saturation (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). I conducted two more interviews and came 
to the same theoretical saturation – no new concepts emerged. I therewith concluded the 
interview phase. I then analysed the data to understand it and also to develop relationships 
among the concepts. Further explanation as to how I conducted interviews and collected data 
is given in the next section. 
3.9.2 Qualitative Data Collection 
Qualitative data analysis requires a carefully crafted systematic approach as qualitative data 
are oftentimes not straightforward to analyse due to their nature – raw, large, and cumbersome. 
As previously discussed, one of the most prominent qualitative data analysis approaches is 
GTM (Bryman & Bell, 2011). GTM emphasises the term constant comparison which 
methodologically refers to simultaneous data collection and analysis (Bryant & Charmaz, 
2007). 
Research questions have been established from social innovation and catalytic innovation 
theories (Christensen et al., 2006), while interview questions are tabulated below. However, 
after the first two interviews and initial round of coding, I quickly realised that the organisations 
I interviewed make use of resources in different ways. This led me to put more emphasis on 
questions relating to what resources organisations use and how and where they source the 
resources. By doing this, a pattern began to emerge of how different social organisations 
employ organisation resources. 
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Theoretical sampling as used in this study follows Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) description of 
controlled data collection whereby initial data are collected simultaneously as analysis and 
coding go on, and then subsequent data are collected based on the researcher’s judgment as to 
where and from whom to collect. This process involves refining, elaborating and exhausting 
conceptual categories (Bryman & Bell, 2011). For example, during initial coding and especially 
as concepts began to emerge, I specifically sought to interview a CEO of a for-profit social 
organisation to gain insight into their organisation’s stance on a particular concept that 
emerged. 
Theoretical saturation (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) occurred when there were no additional data 
being founded. There came a time during coding and analysis that no new themes were 
emerging. To ensure this was the case, two interviews were scheduled specifically to collect 
data and see if new themes would emerge from the data. Theoretical saturation was reached 
when no new data emerged from the interview; this signalled the end of interview process. 
3.9.2.1 Interviews 
Interviews are a common qualitative research method of collecting data, with either 
unstructured interview or semi-structured interview being the most widely used (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011). Qualitative interviews allows for flexibility such that probe and follow-up 
questions may be asked (Bryman & Bell, 2011), which might then generate data that are rich 
and whole (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014). However, conducting useful qualitative 
research at this level of study is not usually easy for a first-timer and it requires skills that 
develop over time (Hermanowicz, 2002). I grew comfortable as the interviews progressed, 
given that this was my first attempt at conducting formal research interviews. 
Interviews may be used in MMR to seek experts’ opinions on the phenomenon being studied 
before other methods (e.g. surveys) are used to further investigate the phenomenon; this 
approach might help to avoid potential methodology problems (B. Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 
2004). Alternatively, interviews may be adopted at a later stage of MMR to explore more 
details about a research phenomenon (Yvonne Feilzer, 2010). 
Data were collected using interview question items compiled from a thorough review of the 
literature and adapted from the catalytic innovation theory of Christensen et al. (2006). 
Questions on entrepreneurship orientation – innovativeness, risk-taking and proactiveness – 
originally developed by Miller and Friesen (1982) and Miller (1983) were also adopted. Other 
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question items were adopted from management support and stakeholder theories (Ayuso et al., 
2011; Rodriguez‐Melo &  Mansouri, 2011) . 
Developing interview questions before the data collection process began helped to avoid a 
common misconception about grounded theory approach to data connection and analysis, that 
a researcher must enter the field of study unfamiliar with theory or relevant literature on the 
phenomenon being studied and expect theory to entirely emerge from the data collected 
(Goulding, 2005). Glaser and Strauss (1967) advocate that a researcher may go into the field 
of study collecting data with prior knowledge acquired from life experience, reading, research 
and scholarship. “Indeed the trick is to line up what one takes as theoretically possible or 
probable with what one is finding in the field” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 253). 
One of the many advantages of the interview method of data collection is that it allows for 
“flexibility in terms of adapting, adopting, and changing the questions as the researcher 
proceeds with the interview” (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013, p. 185). Although this research did not 
change any interview question item, as new themes emerged and became obvious, emphasis 
was placed on these themes and further explanations were sought from participants regarding 
the themes. The average length of the interviews was approximately 43 minutes. 
Table 3.6 shows the questions that were asked during the interviews. The sub-questions are 
prompt questions used when the participants provided short answers and needed to expand 




Table 3.6: Interview Questions 
1 Can you describe your organisation, what it does, and how its 
products/services/processes impact the community? 
 Can you give an example and explain it? 
 Missions and visions importance. 
2 Have your organisation’s products/services/processes spread to other communities, 
cities or regions? 
 Imitated/replicated by others? 
 Criticised by others? 
3 Can you explain the process your organisation employs to determine whether its 
products/services/processes have been successful or otherwise? 
 Approximately how many people your products/services impact annually? 
4 Do your organisation’s products/services/processes generate resources such as 
donations, grants, volunteer manpower, intellectual capital, etc.? If yes, please explain 
how. 
5 Has your organisation created a novel product/service/process or a novel way of 
delivering products and services? 
 How often do you create them? When was the last time? 
 Ahead of others in industry? 
6 What are the risks your organisation undertakes to create social impact? Explain the 
process. 
 Any financial risks? 
 Explain how you undertake such risks to create social impact. 
 Any other investment to support goals of your organisations? 
7 When your organisation is faced with uncertainty, do you adopt a wait-and-see 
approach or bold-and-aggressive approach? Why? 
8 Who are the key people your organisation works with to create social impact and how 
do you engage with them? 
 Their importance to social impact creation? 
9 Will you consider your organisation as being innovative? Why? 
 Encourage new idea creation? 
 Reward for new idea? Describe how it’s done. 
10 Are your employees allowed to bend protocols or rigid procedures in order to keep 
promising ideas on track? Give an example.  
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11 Who are your competitors? 
How will your organisation respond to new innovations from competitors? 
12 How do you assess your organisation’s annual performance? 
 Any specific indicator? 
13 How important is creating social impact to overall annual performance? 
14 How would you classify your organisation? Not-for-profit/for-profit/hybrid? 
How long has your organisation been operating? 
In what industry does your organisation operate? 
Describe the ownership structure of your organisation. 
How many employees does your organisation have? Estimate. 
Age range: Under 30 years, 30-50 years, above 50 years 
Highest education achieved?  
 
3.9.3 Sampling and Participants Recruitment 
This section describes how interview participants were recruited. A brief demographic 
description of these participants is presented in Table 3.7. Due to the structure and owner-
manager of most social organisations, the criteria for selecting interviewees include checking 
and making sure they are either the founder, CEO, or a top manager/executive of the 
organisation. This is because these people are in a better position to answer questions on how 
their organisations are run, create and motivate catalytic innovation, and engage with 
stakeholders; they are also likely to have better information on their organisation performance. 
Another important criterion for selecting one of these senior people is because social 
organisations use volunteers or ad hoc employees who have limited knowledge on the questions 
to which I sought answers.  
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Table 3.7: Interview Participant Profile 
Code name Position Gender Impact reach Industry Headquarters 
Ann Executive Director Female Nigeria Health and employment Nigeria 
Adele CEO Female Nigeria Entrepreneurial training Nigeria 
Ben CEO Male Ghana Social education and awareness Ghana 
Bob CEO Male New Zealand, Australia Social sector New Zealand 
Dan Executive Director Male Myanmar, Malawi Microfinance New Zealand 
Ella Executive Director Female Nigeria Social awareness Nigeria 
Eve CEO Female Nigeria Health Nigeria 
Grace CEO Female 53 African countries Wealth creation Nigeria 
Jerry Business/Strategy 
Intelligence Lead 
Male Nigeria Vocational education Nigeria 
Joe CEO Male New Zealand Education New Zealand 
Jon Founder/President Male Nigeria Mental health advocacy Nigeria 
Liam CEO Male New Zealand  Intergenerational investment New Zealand 
Lucy CEO Female Ghana, Uganda, Nigeria IT Ghana 
Mark Executive Director Male Nigeria IT Nigeria 
Mary CEO Female New Zealand  Social services New Zealand 
Mia CEO Female Nigeria Family life sector Nigeria 
Nancy Co-convener Female New Zealand  Education advocacy New Zealand 
Nick Project Lead Male Nigeria Social justice Nigeria 
Sheila Co-founder Female Australia, Netherlands, USA, New Zealand Software development Australia 
Tom CEO Male New Zealand, Australia, USA IT and education New Zealand 
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The first challenge encountered during the recruiting process was where to locate participants 
because there was no formal database or sample frame for social organisations due to the fact 
these types of organisations span for-profit and not-for-profit sectors as well as NGOs. Internet 
sources, organisations’ websites, and a professional social media website (LinkedIn) were 
searched to identify organisations with evidence of social impact. 
I conducted 20 interviews in total, 15 of which were online (Skype and Zoom), two by 
telephone, and three face-to-face interviews. The participants are profiled in Table 3.7. The 
interviewees were mostly the CEO or the very top position in the organisation. For every 
organisation, I attempted to make contact with the founder/CEO. In cases where this was not 
possible, the next top executive team member was contacted. All but one accepted to be 
interviewed in person. One CEO forwarded my interview invitation to the organisation’s 
innovation strategy lead who was subsequently interviewed. 
3.9.4 Qualitative Data Analysis Process – NVivo, Recording, and Transcription 
In this section I describe how I captured, transcribed, and stored interview data for further 
analysis. During each interview, I used a voice recorder to capture participants’ responses. 
During the interviews via the internet, additionally I used Skype’s or Zoom’s built-in recorder 
to capture the responses. Prior to each interview, I informed participants that I would be 
recording the interview and sought their consent. All participants agreed to have their interview 
recorded. By using an additional recorder for Skype and Zoom interviews, I ensured I had a 
back-up recording. 
After recording interviews, I transcribed them into text. Transcribing the voice data to text was 
not an easy task. I transcribed most of the interviews at night when the office was quiet and 
there was less distraction. I used the Olympus Dictation Management System and a pedal 
machine to transcribe the interview data. I listened to every second of the recorded interviews 
and transcribed every word. 
Computer-aided/assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS) such as NVivo can 
support qualitative data processing and analysing, being especially useful during the coding 
process (O’Kane, Smith, & Lerman, 2019). NVivo assisted me to visualise the transcribed text 
and to code text into cases and themes as they emerged. By using NVivo instead of a manual 





The grounded theory method (GTM) of data analysis is one of the major approaches in 
qualitative data analysis. This method has grown in popularity and usage over the years 
(Saldaña, 2015). Data coding takes centre stage in GTM. In a GTM approach to data analysis, 
a coding strategy should be developed prior to data collection. GTM encourages generating 
initial codes from observations or words of the interviewees. This is well captured in “the 
derivation of initial codes that encapsulate key features of the research context can themselves 
originate with the outcomes of the early interviews, based on the actual words and phrases used 
by the interviewees” (Bryant, 2014, p. 12). Oftentimes, MMR researchers who use GTM adopt 
open, axial, selective, focused, theoretical, and/or initial coding strategies (Guetterman et al., 
2019). 
The grounded theory data analysis method allows for coding during the data collection stage 
because “data collection and analysis proceed simultaneously and each in turn streamlines the 
other” (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007, p. 1). Qualitative researchers have been urged to engage in 
coding activities while data collection progresses because coding while collecting data provides 
an important opportunity to researchers to find and collect new data as they emerge so as to 
“test new hypotheses that emerge during analysis” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 70). As illustrated in 
Step 5 of Figure 3.1, I simultaneously collected, analysed, and coded data. With this approach, 
I was able to incorporate additional probing questions to emphasise some of the emerging 
concepts from the data that I was analysing and coding. 
Coding has been described as the act of abbreviating or symbolising a portion of field data 
(interview transcriptions, notes created during interviews, pictures, etc.) so as to classify them 
(Miles & Huberman, 1984). Three rounds of coding were conducted. Initial coding was done 
to provide a summary of sentences or short phrases; this type of coding is generally known as 
descriptive coding (Miles et al., 2014; Saldaña, 2013 and 2015). Table 3.8 presents the coding 
structure, that is, how I developed initial coding from participants’ responses and how 
subsequent axial and theoretical coding were developed. 
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Table 3.8: Coding Structure 
Source Participant’s Response Initial Axial Theoretical 
Bob We have developed programs which…seek 
to respond to the development needs of each 









Lucy When we first started it was difficult 
because everybody was like girls can’t learn 
coding, it’s so advanced…and generally 
how the community takes to the 
programme… due to increase demand for 
our services, we’ve actually have to start a 
school. So we started the first all-girls 
coding school in West Africa. 
Difficult start 
Engaging with community 
to explain innovation 
Increase in demand for 
innovation 
Scaling up impact 
Gaining community buy-
in to accept social 
innovation and scaling up Perception 
Acceptance 
Scale up 
Ella Oh very important…we are trying to reach 
out to societal role models, people that 
other people can look up to, people that 
have a network of their own and a couple 
of people that they on their own already 
influenced… 
Identifying and reaching 
out to influential social 
networks 
Social networks 
Influential stakeholders  
Engagement 
Stakeholder engagement Adele We brought in facilitators that taught about 
capacity building and leadership. Under 
leadership, we brought in multimedia 
experts in digital empowers because we 
wanted them to be able to tell their own 
stories, stories of challenges women are 
facing in their communities like access to 
clean energy. 
Bringing in external 
resource to build capacity 







Source Participant’s Response Initial Axial Theoretical 
Dan We don’t have super rigid procedures in 
place. I think it’s an environment that lends 
itself to bending, not bending the rules but 
bending previous thinking. I think that’s key 
to the way work, people are able to come up 
with new innovative ideas obviously with a 
bit of structure around that. Yeah absolutely 




Structure for creating new 
ideas 
Flexibility 
Top management support 
Nancy So 7 years ago we haven’t really seen 
anything similar that was sort of advocating 
at such a level that we’ve been. I mean for a 
small organisation, we’ve probably made 
quite a big impact, having being invited by 
the government which you know a lot of 
advisory panels, we are all asked to 
comment on inclusive education. 
New level of advocacy 
Making big impact 
Government buy-in 
Impact relevant and 
acknowledged 
Impact on national scale 
and acknowledged by 
government  
Social Impact 
Tom Our system is used by over a 100 schools in 
Australia and New Zealand… I mean its 
impact on the community as a products is 
quite small to be honest, it is a resource that 
students would use maybe for 10 minutes 2 
or 3 times a week to help prepare for their 
test or learn their course work. 
Product/service useful 
locally and overseas 
Relevant impact to meet 
needs of beneficiary 




Axial coding is categorised as second cycle coding and is appropriate for GTM studies in which 
interview transcripts are combined with journals and field notes from which theoretical coding 
can be developed (Saldaña, 2015). I wrote field notes and used these when coding. A sample 
of my field notes are attached as Appendix 6. Theoretical coding integrates both the initial 
coding and axial coding in a GTM study (Saldaña, 2015). In a GTM study like the present 
study, theoretical coding is the underlying logic and relationship found in pre-existing theory 
and captures the essence of initial and axial coding (Thornberg & Charmaz, 2013). As I have 
shown in Table 3.8, theoretical coding integrates and synthesises not just the axial and initial 
coding that preceded it, it also captures participants’ description of the subject within the 
context of their organisation. Theoretical coding is used to develop hypothesis in GTM study 
(Thornberg & Charmaz, 2013), it is same in this study. Relationships among theoretical codes 
are expressed as hypotheses, paving the way for quantitative analysis.  
3.10 Quantitative Research Methods 
This section describes the quantitative research approach adopted in this research. Quantitative 
data analysis is premised upon (post-)positivism ideologies (Cavana et al., 2001) and may 
provide more descriptive characteristics to data where qualitative analysis has been used to 
explore the data (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). Quantitative research methods support objective 
observation and measurement of phenomena. This section describes how the quantitative 
method was introduced and carried out in this study, and how the resulting quantitative data 
were collected and analysed. 
The quantitative research process in this study began by organising the hypotheses developed 
through the GTM process in qualitative data analysis (see next chapter). As shown in Figure 
3.1 (Step 8a), hypotheses were developed from analysing qualitative data. The hypotheses 
influenced the development of the questionnaire used in quantitative data collection. The 
sequential process embodies the business research design described by Cooper and Schindler 
(2014), who indicate that one type of research process may develop hypotheses and questions 
– an exploratory study. Another, more formal study, may begin from where an exploratory 
study ends and proceed to test the hypotheses and answer the research questions. This study’s 
quantitative approach proceeded from where its qualitative approach concluded (at the 
hypotheses development stage), testing the hypotheses by using multiple regression analysis. 
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It is important to state here that these hypotheses were developed from the relationships 
observed between the concepts of the qualitative data analysis. 
This research’s quantitative method part is designed to examine the relationships among the 
variables stated in the hypotheses developed during qualitative data analysis. This allows a 
correlational study approach rather than a causal approach to be adopted (Sekaran & Bougie, 
2013). Correlation analysis is carried out using multiple regression analysis and in this case the 
unit of analysis is the firm. Multiple regression is appropriate for testing relationships where 
there are multiple predictor variables and one dependent variable (Leech, Gliner, Morgan, 
Harmon, & Harmon, 2003). 
3.10.1 Quantitative Research Instrument 
The advent of the twenty-first century brought with it the Internet (Couper, 2000) which 
provides an efficient and effective means of surveying respondents’ opinions through a Web or 
email survey (Selm & Jankowski, 2006). This study implements a Web survey design as a 
means to distribute the research questionnaire to respondents. The survey was designed in 
Qualtrics and was compatible to work on both computers and mobile devices, another means 
to increase response rate (Couper, 2000). The survey design also ensured confidentiality of 
respondents. Anonymous Web survey links were sent to potential respondents in emails 
inviting them to participate in the survey and explaining the purpose of the study and ensuring 
confidentiality. A copy of the email can be found in Appendix 4, along with the subsequent 
reminder email in Appendix 5. The actual survey instrument is shown in Appendix 7. 
I motivated potential respondents through advance and personalised emails which included my 
official university signature. Also, I incentivised respondents with the promise of providing an 
industry report that will highlight the findings of the study. 
3.10.2 Research Sample 
As stated in Section 3.9.3.2, there was no available sample frame from which sampling could 
be drawn. I manually searched organisations’ websites on LinkedIn for evidence of social 
innovation. This study’s working definition of SI reflects any novel and useful solution that is 
better than existing ones and for which social and economic values are created primarily for 
society and beneficiaries (Phills et al., 2008; Pol & Ville, 2009). As highlighted in Table 2.3, 
there are four SI variations, namely (1) innovative activities and services (Mulgan et al., 2007); 
(2) new products, processes, methods and ideas (Howaldt et al., 2015; Mumford, 2002; Unceta, 
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Castro-Spila, & García Fronti, 2016; Westley & Antadze, 2010); (3) new solutions (Caulier-
Grice et al., 2012; Edwards‐Schachter et al., 2012; Phills et al., 2008; Urama &  Acheampong, 
2013); and (4) Changing underlying beliefs (Nilsson & Paddock, 2014). The working definition 
and variations of SI serve as the search criteria for selection of participating SOs. 
3.10.3 Measurements of Constructs 
Construct measurements were derived from previously developed, tested, and validated 
measures published in the literature. Additional constructs derived from exploratory interview 
findings were incorporated into the construct measurement, improving the criterion validity of 
the research instrument. All constructs were measured using seven-point Likert scales. Table 
3.9 describes the constructs, measurement, number of items, and sources. 
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Table 3.9: Summary of Variables Measurement 







Miller & Friesen (1982) 
Covin & Slevin (1989) 
Developed from coding 
Management 
Support 
- Flexible procedure 
- In-house training 
- Job requirement 
- Encourage employees 
- Informal control 
5 
Goodale et al. (2011) 
Developed from coding 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 
- Satisfy stakeholders’ preference 
- Conduct regular stakeholder 
survey 
- Stakeholder input to strategy 
- Acknowledge stakeholders 
important role 
- Regular meeting with stakeholder 
- Engages with stakeholders 
7 
Ayuos et al. (2011) 
Rodriguez-Melo & 
Mansouri (2011) 
Developed from coding 
Catalytic 
Innovation 
- Create systemic change 
- Meet unmet needs 
- Create simpler products 
- Intellectual capital and resource 
- Ignored and disparaged 
21 
Christensen et al. (2006) 
Auvinet & Lloret (2015) 
Developed from coding 
Vision and 
Mission 
- Motivate business activities 
- Well-expressed concept 
- Employees committed to goals 
- Guide innovative projects 
7 McDonald (2007) 
Social Impact 
- Social impact objectives 
- Satisfied with social impact 
4 Auvinet & Lloret (2015) 
Performance 
- Social performance 
- Economic performance 
10 
Anderson et al. (2015) 
Zhang et al. (2016) 
Morris et al. (2007) 




3.10.4 Multiple Regression Analysis 
Multiple regression fundamentally concerned with two or more predictor (independent) 
variables and one dependent variable (O’Neill, McLarnon, Schneider, & Gardner, 2014), and 
is used to study how these variables correlate to one another (Leech et al., 2003). Multiple 
regression analysis is suitable for this study as I examined the relationship between variables 
(concepts) that was developed from GTM in the qualitative phase of this study. To carry out 
multiple regression, I developed relationships among the variables in the form of hypotheses. 
In all, there are seventeen hypotheses developed from seven predictor variables, four moderator 
variables, one mediator variable, and one dependent variable. I used the four moderator 
variables to show the direction and the degree of relationships between variables, and used the 
mediator variable to explore the effect of predictor variables on the dependent variable (Baron 
& Kenny, 1986). 
3.11 Ethical Consideration 
Research ethical considerations are generally similar; however, there are paradigm specific 
ethical considerations (Mertens, 2015). For instance, strong ethical principles are required for 
pragmatic studies due to the use of multiple methods and the varying demographics of 
participation involved at different stages, and such ethics processes are purposely designed to 
gather and gain required knowledge (Mertens, 2015). 
I designed three ethics applications, namely; Categories A and B and Māori Consultation 
applications. The Category A application was not used as Category B was determined to be 
sufficient for both the qualitative and quantitative data collection intended for this study. The 
Māori Consultation application was required as some of the participants are New Zealand-
based. Category B Ethics approval was confirmed on 8 May 2017 by the University ethics 
committee; the final approval letter is shown as Appendix 1. The Māori Consultation approval 
letter, dated 2 May 2017, is shown as Appendix 2. The “Information Sheet for Participants” 






















In this chapter I provide my findings to the overarching research question. You may recall from 
Chapter One, I explained two analyses that I will conduct in this project; (1) analysis of data 
from interviews on which a conceptual framework is built and hypotheses are developed; and 
(2) analysis of survey data which will either confirm or reject the hypotheses from the first 
analysis. Each of the analyses produces findings of its own. In this chapter, I will analyse the 
first set of data (qualitative) and present what I termed Findings I, and ultimately link these 
findings to analysis II and its findings in the next chapter. 
I analysed data from interviews that I conducted with 20 CEOs, founders and top management 
members of 20 social organisations. Then, I employed a three-stage coding strategy – initial, 
axial, and theoretical coding processes to generate themes, concepts, and relationships between 
concepts, respectively. Also, I developed a conceptual framework on which the quantitative 
survey instrument was constructed and sent out to top management members of social 
organisations. 
The rest of this chapter is structured as follows: first, I describe the 20 participants and their 
organisations and highlight key details in Tables 4.1 and 4.2, and Figures 4.1 and 4.2. Secondly, 
to begin the analysis, Section 4.3 describes the APS challenges that the organisations face in 
the process of creating social innovation. While in Section 4.4, I analyse participants’ responses 
and highlight the key findings and represent these in Figure 4.4 Conceptual Framework. 
Thirdly, Section 4.8 provides additional findings to the key findings. And lastly, Section 4.9 
provides a link between qualitative and quantitative methods and kick-starts the quantitative 
aspect of this study. Subsequent sections highlight the conceptual framework and hypotheses 
development. It is imperative to state that unlike other studies, the research framework was 
conceptualised from rich interview data, from which hypotheses were developed. As stated in 
Section 2.1, there is a potential for readers of this study to perceive tautologies and differing 
interpretations of the conceptual framework and hypotheses development. However, this 




4.2 Descriptive Analysis of Interview and Interview Participants 
To begin the analysis in this chapter, I start describing the interview process and highlight key 
details of the process that will help in understanding how the interviews were conducted. Table 
4.1 provides an overview of the interview details.  
Table 4.1: Key Interview Details 
 Time Frame Conducted between June 2017 – January 2018 
Number of interviews 20 




Location of organisation Australia: 1 
Ghana: 2 
New Zealand: 7 
Nigeria: 10 
Position of interviewees Business/Project Lead: 2 
CEOs & Founder: 12 
Co-convener: 1 
Executive Director: 4 
President: 1 
Duration of interviews Longest: 118 minutes 
Shortest: 38 minutes 
Average: 50 minutes 
Gender of interviewees Female: 10 
Male: 10 
 
A descriptive analysis of the interview participants is provided in subsequent sections of this 
chapter. I used this section of the analysis to highlight the unique characteristics of these 
participants and show why I asked to interview them. Research has shown that organisation 
performance is partially a function of the top management’s background characteristics 
(Hambrick & Mason, 1984). The following sub-sections describes participants’ background 
characteristics, such as position, age, education, and gender (in no particular order) that may 
help predict their strategic managerial choices. Tables and figures that will appear in these 
descriptive sub-sections are derived from Table 3.7 in the previous chapter. 
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There have been studies that have examined the relationship between CEOs’ demography 
characteristics and firm performance (for example, see Adams & Ferreira, 2009; Davis, 
Babakus, Englis, & Pett, 2010; Y. Liu, Wei, & Xie, 2014) but little is known about social 
organisations’ CEOs’ characteristics. However, this study and especially this section does not 
intend to fill this gap. I, nonetheless, would like to highlight this factor (CEO’s age and gender) 
in this analysis as they are used as moderator variables in the quantitative analysis phase of this 
study. 
4.2.1 Participants’ Positions within their Organisation 
To be sure that I interviewed the appropriate person within the organisations, I checked each 
of the twenty organisations and contacted the person at the top of the organisation chart. In 
most of the cases, it was the CEO or founder. However, there are three exception cases; there 
was one president/founder position, a co-convener in another organisation, and Project Lead in 
the third. These are the top positions in their respective organisational charts. As I mentioned 
in the previous chapter, one of the CEOs I contacted referred me to their Business Lead. Hence, 
there is a position named business/project lead. 
Why CEOs? Why have I chosen this group of social organisation top managers? It is because, 
apart from having experience in and knowledge of their organisation’s business activities, 
CEOs are leaders of their organisations, they have powers, controls and determine the direction 
of affairs and operations of their organisation, and exert influence on other top management 
members of their organisation (Lorsch & Young, 1990). Also, I chose to interview CEOs and 
top management members because they are the ones in charge of achieving organisational goals 
in organisations that operate within the social space (Sherlock & Nathan, 2007). 
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Figure 4.1: Participants’ Position 
 
Figure 4.1 shows that 70% of the interview participants are the CEOs, co-founders, co-
conveners, and presidents of their organisations. The other 30% are executive directors (EDs) 
and project or business leads. One organisation’s very top position identifies as project lead.  
With these participant positions, I have shown that they are the appropriate persons to answer 
the research questions centred on how organisations adopt entrepreneurial and innovative 
activities, and utilise organisational resources to create social impact. 
4.2.2 Gender and Age of Participants 
I conducted 20 interviews for the qualitative phase of my research. Unintentionally, I 
interviewed 10 male and 10 female participants. Although there is equal gender representation 
in the participant demography, there is diverse age representation. There are three (all male) 
participants below 30 years of age, 14 (7 male and 7 female) participants between 30-50 years 







CEO ED Business/Project Lead President Co-convener Co-founder
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Figure 4.2: Gender and Age of Participants 
 
The demography represented in Figure 4.2 indicates that social organisations are founded and 
run by both male and female CEOs and top management teams who are in the prime of their 
working life. Data from Figure 4.2 also indicate that there are more younger male CEOs and 
more older female CEOs. 
4.2.3 Types of Social Organisations 
One of the findings that emerged from the interviews I conducted is that participants struggle 
to differentiate between not-for-profit and for-profit social organisations. One assumption that 
could explain this finding is that social organisations are usually small organisations, and they 
may struggle to fund their activities. Hence, most social organisations combine different 
sources of funds, e.g. generate own funds, seek grants and donations, to execute their projects. 
This underscores the challenges identified in the social innovation and social enterprise 
literature that social entrepreneurs struggle to align their organisations to either being a for-
profit or not-for-profit organisation (Phillips et al., 2014). 
Table 4.2: Categories of Social Organisations 
Organisation Type Number Categories 
Charity 1 Not-for-profit  
For-profit enterprise 1 For-profit  
Hybrid social enterprise 5 Hybrid  

















1 For-profit  
Limited liability enterprise 1 For-profit  




Social advocacy group 1 Not-for-profit 
Social enterprise  3 For-profit 
Social impact group 1 Not-for-profit 
Social venture capitalist 1 For-profit 
                                                   Total          20 
 
Table 4.2 shows how the participants identified their organisations and how I categorised them 
into either not-for-profit, for-profit or hybrid enterprise. The left column shows the different 
terms by which the participants identified their organisations, while the middle column 
indicates that five participants described their organisations as being hybrid social enterprises, 
three participants described their organisations as being not-for-profit and another three chose 
to describe their organisation as social enterprise. Other participants used different terms in the 
table. In the right column, I categorised the organisations into either not-for-profit, for-profit, 
or hybrid enterprise. Towards the end of each interview, I asked the participants to describe 
their organisation. I used participants’ responses to this specific question and other questions 
that revealed insights into if the organisations are not-for-profit, for-profit, or hybrid to come 
to the conclusion in the categories column. 
In all, I categorised the 20 social organisations into eight not-for-profits, seven for-profits, and 
five hybrid social organisations. This is done in order to enable analysis of how each type of 
organisation utilises organisational resources and which type of organisation creates the most 
social impact. 
4.2.4 Location of Social Organisation 
Interview participants are CEOs and top management staff of organisations that are 
headquartered in countries such as Australia, Ghana, New Zealand and Nigeria. However, these 
organisations operate and have their impacts in 53 other countries in Africa, Asia, Europe and 
North America. What this data reveals is that there are needs to create social impact in 
developed and developing countries. 
91 
 
4.3 Challenges Facing Social Organisations 
This study adopted GTM to analyse qualitative data from interviews, in order to develop new 
theoretical insights from data analysis by simultaneously analysing and collecting data (Bryant, 
2014). The resulting themes that emerged from the process reveal that social organisations face 
many challenges during the course of creating social impact in communities. The challenges 
that these organisations face could be grouped into three major categories: access, perception, 
and support (APS). I focused on these three categories because they are important challenges 
and are faced by many of the social organisations. I coined the term “APS challenges” after 
conducting matrix coding on NVivo to highlight the challenges that the social organisations 
face. As I will show in subsequent sections, these challenges are somewhat intertwined and 
revolve around the critical stakeholders1 and resources with which the social organisations 
engage to create social impact. Also, these challenges form parts of the mediator and moderator 
variables used in the quantitative analysis. 
Table 4.3: APS Challenges 






I found that there are two categories of access challenge that the social organisations face. The 
first can be conceptualised as access to resources and the second, access to people which 
include attracting and engaging with stakeholders. There are also two categories of support 
challenge that these organisations face; they are (1) support from government and (2) support 
from people. Perception on the other hand focuses on the challenges relating to how these 
organisations are perceived and accepted by the communities where they operate. These three 
APS challenges are somewhat chronological in that the social organisations need access to 
resources and people, while the organisations hope to gain the trust of the community, and then 
rely on their support and that of government in order to successfully operate in the communities. 
                                                 
1 For the purpose of analysis, stakeholders refer to all people involved in creating social innovation and the 
beneficiaries of social innovation. 
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4.3.1 Access to Resources and Stakeholders 
Access to resources and stakeholders were explicitly referenced by all 20 participants during 
the interviews. Participants whose organisations rely on access to finance such as donations 
and grants, acknowledged that it was difficult to secure finance to fund their social operations. 
This is consistent with extant literature on social organisations. For example, studies have 
shown that social organisations, especially not-for-profit organisations, face funding challenges 
and competition which could result in changes in organisation structure and culture and might 
compromise organisations’ missions (Dolnicar, Irvine, & Lazarevski, 2008). Data from the 
interviews support the claim above. Lucy, who is the CEO of a technology based hybrid 
organisation in Uganda, said: 
Yes, because, well I think that’s why personally I chose the social 
enterprise model whereby you have some type of income generation 
and you don’t rely on donors support. If we had relied solely on 
donor support I think it would have sort of restricted, number one, 
our innovation and number two our impact because if let’s say 
sometime when donor money comes with certain conditions, and the 
second thing is, if the donor money run out then there is challenge. 
[Lucy] 
From the above quote, one may see that social organisations are looking to rely less on funds 
from donor agencies and individuals. Social organisations are moving towards self-funding in 
order to achieve sustainability of their business operations and increase of their social impact. 
As Lucy described, participants also revealed that they combine donations and generate their 
income (hybrid) to fund their operations. One social organisation co-convener, Nancy, who has 
not embraced combining donations and income generation, revealed that she is looking to do 
so: 
So at the moment, there isn’t anything other than grants and 
donations but we are looking at what we can do in terms of services 
or resources we can, that will generate an income for us. That’s one 
of the real challenges for anybody working in this sort of sector. 
[Nancy] 
What these findings are revealing is that there is a shift from a single-source funding strategy, 
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e.g. donations or grants, to a multi-source or hybrid funding strategy, e.g. combining donations, 
grants with income generation, and loans. The hybrid funding strategy is being perceived as a 
funding strategy that will sustain the social organisation. Table 4.1 shows that of the 20 social 
organisations interviewed in this study, a quarter have embraced a hybrid funding strategy. 
Access to organisational resources to run business operations is as important as access to 
stakeholders. Some of the participants identified having access to and engaging with 
stakeholders as a challenge. 
Stakeholders play an important role in the success of social organisations’ activities. Fourteen 
participants had foreign stakeholders or were in the process of securing a partnership with 
foreign stakeholders. Eight of the participants identified strategic partnership with foreign 
organisations as a means of gaining access to resources that are otherwise constrained to them. 
This type of partnership may be considered as resource-based partnership. Others say they go 
into partnership to gain access to beneficiaries of their social mission – this may be considered 
as impact-based partnership. These partnerships are often strategic to both parties. For example, 
a social organisation from a developing country may go into strategic partnership with partners 
in developed countries to gain access to funding or other non-financial resources. The following 
two responses capture how SOs may pursue resource-based partnerships (RBP2s): 
So one of our flagship project is a partnership with a US company 
called XXX that works with us in the community, in a district here in 
Ghana, in the Koti area to tackle challenges in healthcare, in water 
and sanitation, and then in economic empowerment, in these three 
areas and all the areas we are trying to look at where the challenges 
are and what kind of resources we can leverage together to be able 
to solve these challenges. So, that is basically what [our 
organisation] is doing. [Ben] 
We have international partners who give us access to resources… 
We have access to resources for building the organisation. We also 
have access to resources for fundraising, and recently they started 
working on the fund that we can benefit from, like the solidarity fund 
and that is going to start at about end of the year. [Jon] 
                                                 
2 RBP refers to Resource-Based Partnership. More information on this is provided in Chapter 7. 
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In the impact-based partnership3, social organisations look for partners in regions where they 
hope to operate in and/or spread their impacts to the community. In this case, the partnership 
is prompted by the desire to impact a community or region through partnership with another 
social organisation already operating in that community or region. As Dan stated: 
So we do that [create impact] through partnering with locally owned 
and operated microfinance institutions in developing countries. 
[Dan] 
Impact-based partnerships also occur within a country or region. For example, Jerry 
explained: 
And the way we engage with them is through, we go to places where 
we can find them, so we partner with youth organisations and 
religious organisations, faith-based NGOs and local government 
that have access to these young people, so we partner with all those 
stakeholders as channels to reach young people and then we 
sometimes do direct sales, we go into communities and spot the 
young people and have conversation with them and tell them about 
[our organisation] and what we are out to do. [Jerry] 
                                                 
3 IBP refers to Impact-Based Partnership. More information on this is provided in Chapter 7. 
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Figure 4.3: Impact Reach Map 
 
Source: Mapchart.net and Author, 2021 
The impact reach map in Figure 4.3 indicates countries to which the participants’ SOs’ social 
impact have spread. For instance, Grace and Lucy’s organisations have social impacts in all 
African countries except Libya. Similarly, Tom, Sheila, and Dan’s organisations’ social 
impacts have spread to Australia, the Netherlands, Myanmar, and the United States of America. 
Access to partner stakeholders is not always as easy as described by Ben and Dan. Six other 
participants found it difficult or are looking to partner with stakeholders in order to form either 
resource-based or impact-based partnerships. One of those seeking partnerships is Bob, CEO 
of a New Zealand based social enterprise, who explained that his SO is looking to partner with 
stakeholders to establish either RBPs or IBPs: 
First of all, we need a co-investment partner, so we need someone 
from the region or someone who is willing to invest in the region to 
….resource to enable us to put together a programme. And then 
beyond that we need local originations and we are agnostic around 
what they are, they could be local government, they could be an 
existing social enterprise, they could be group of individuals, they 
could be an anchor, a community organisation, but we need credible 
local partner who have good networks in the local community and 
have a good understanding of potentially what social enterprise can 
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be in that region. So, we need an investor and we need partner and 
when those two things are in place, we then have to come together to 
actually start the roll of activities in any given region. [Bob] 
The above quotes underscore the challenges SOs face in accessing organisation resources and 
stakeholders they need. The quotes equally demonstrate the importance of access to resources 
and stakeholders. The importance of stakeholders to the success of SOs cannot be over 
emphasised. This proves that SOs do not create social innovation in isolation, they require an 
ecosystem of stakeholders. 
SO need the support of their stakeholders to create social impact. The perception of SOs by 
their stakeholders, especially new stakeholders, is important to the desired organisation-
stakeholder relationship. The section below examines the challenge of perception SOs face. 
4.3.2 Perception of Social Organisation 
Stakeholder ecosystem is critical to SOs creating social impact. However, perception of SOs 
by these stakeholders is more important. SOs go into communities seeking strategic 
partnerships with primary and/or secondary stakeholders (Hillman & Keim, 2001). Some SOs 
are easily successful at establishing these partnerships while others are not so fortunate. This 
sharp contrast in successfully securing partnerships with stakeholders is in part due to 
perception of SOs. SOs offerings are more often than not unique and new to their beneficiaries 
that they sometimes doubt the suitability and effectiveness of the offerings. 
Some participants responded to the question on criticism of their organisation’s products and 
services, that there were initial or on-going perception challenges they face when entering a 
new community or seeking new partnerships. They associated perception challenges to 
stakeholders’ fear of, level of awareness, or social and religious stance on their offerings. These 
challenges last until the stakeholders accept the SOs and their offerings. 
Perception challenges are initial obstacles that SOs need to overcome to gain the trust of 
benefiting communities. SOs may need to embrace these challenges and work around it to gain 
the acceptance of their beneficiaries. SOs may “think criticisms are like part of any endeavour 
that anyone makes and we’ve had our fair share of people saying” [Jerry]. These challenges 
may assume a different dimension in the form of feedback from community or authorities not 
understanding what SOs intend to achieve, and thereby create obstacles to them. This can be 
summed up with the following quotes: 
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…when we were starting there was a lot of negative feedback, people 
not really understanding how girls are going to learn all that, so we 
had to make sure that we would sort of figure out how to take our 
impact out there and expand it and also educate as many people as 
possible and like I said start a movement. [Lucy] 
we had, I suppose when I started business I was 18 and I had just 
arrived university and when I showed it to school they were quite 
critical because I don’t have any credibility, I don’t have any 
reputation…but once we got started, the teachers supported what we 
did then it was very easy.” [Tom] 
People always criticise what they do not understand. However, the ‘burden of clarity’ is upon 
the SOs to conscientise their critics to positively affect the narrative. SOs may have to win the 
hearts of the critics if they are to gain acceptance and access into communities they wish to 
impact. Also, perception challenges might be from industry incumbents who disparage SOs’ 
offerings as inferior and may influence public opinion. Mary captured this view as she 
explained: 
So it’s a bit of a battle, so we work in a way that most of the providers 
don’t which makes us a bit of an anomaly. [Mary] 
To disrupt a market or an industry, SOs will have to create a systemic change by offering new, 
simpler and cheaper alternative products or services or new ways of delivering products and 
services that are considered good enough by the beneficiaries (Christensen et al., 2006). These 
are the core features of catalytic innovation that I will discuss in a subsequent section. 
4.3.3 Support from Government and Stakeholders 
SOs thrive within a supportive ecosystem. Supports from government, local authorities, 
communities, donors, partners and other stakeholders are important to SOs achieving their 
social mission objectives. Supports come in different forms and sizes e.g. government 
regulations, local authorities providing access to beneficiaries, funding from donors, 
communities providing manpower, etc. For example, Mary’s organisation works with different 
stakeholders to seek and to give support to other SOs: 
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So we work nationally with government, with other providers, trying 
to influence change, trying to get….. as a mentor for other 
organisations to say, to look at issues and get them to reflect on what 
they are doing. We work with the city council here, I’m among the 
council of social services so that’s wider than disability, that’s just 
about the social services sector in New Zealand, so and in Otago, so 
helping other not-for-profit organisations make a difference in their 
community. [Mary] 
All these supports help SOs create and deliver innovative interventions. I have categorised these 
supports into two, government and stakeholders, because some SOs, mostly small SOs from 
low income nations, rely on government supports e.g. funding, access to database and people, 
to create and deliver social innovation. Whereas, bigger SOs and mostly from high income 
nations tend to not rely heavily on government supports. 
4.3.3.1 Government Support 
The prevailing sentiments among participants, regardless of where their organisation is 
headquartered and the development status of their country; that government supports for SOs 
could be improved especially in the area of enabling innovative environment and policy 
creation. This can be summed up with the following quotes from participants from high and 
low income nations: 
We need partnership with government to fund programmes and to 
evolve a better policy environment… [Bob, HIN4] 
The other is changing the enabling environment across Africa for 
start-ups and entrepreneurs, and for that we have to work with 
government, we have to work with policy makers… and now we have 
met with 20 African heads of states from the president of Uganda, 
Sierra Leone, Benin, Côte d’Ivoire, Mali, Senegal, Zambia, Rwanda, 
etc. and I could go on. [Grace, LIN5] 
Our key people, like I said we are working with, because the 
education, we are working with ministry of education, unfortunately 
                                                 
4 HIN refers to high income nation. 
5 LIN refers to low income nation. 
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their part, their sort of idea of consultation is very much tick-the-box 
consultation but we do work with them, we’ve invited them to come 
and meet with us. [Nancy, HIN] 
When we started, we tried to reach out to Nigerian governments at 
some many levels, but it didn’t work out. So, we are not looking at 
them to play any role at the moment, maybe at some point we are 
going to look for them because we trying to draft a new mental health 
act that we need them to push through the Senate. [Jon, LIN] 
Although, there is almost a unanimous agreement among participants that government supports 
are in the form of policies and regulations to create an enabling environment for social 
innovation to thrive. There are also sentiments that governments should make available, and in 
some cases increase, both financial and non-financial supports for SOs. Non-financial supports 
from governments and their agencies may be in the form of releasing information and data 
about communities where SOs intend to impact. For example, Jerry’s organisation seeks a 
database of unemployed youth from local government authorities in some cities in Nigeria 
where they execute their social mission. Jerry attributed the nature and process of acquiring 
data from government as a challenge. Such data are usually “crude and written on piece of 
paper” [Jerry]. This slows down the rate of locating the unemployed youth and engaging with 
them. 
Another form of non-financial supports from government is in granting approval to engage 
with public institutions e.g. schools and associations. In cases like this, participants suggested 
that the process of seeking approval from government differs from government to government 
with different demands and challenges. 
I said we are changing strategy and including schools and for us to 
work in public schools we need permission from the government. So 
now government is a key stakeholder. [Mark] 
Whilst government is a key stakeholder for some organisations, other SOs may not necessarily 
work directly with governments. This may be the case when working in partnership with other 
SOs overseas. 
We have a number of contacts in Myanmar, not at the government 
level, our partner has relationship with the microfinance network in 
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Myanmar which is headed by the government, so [our organisation] 
doesn’t have direct relationship with the government but they 
certainly do. [Dan] 
Nevertheless, government remains a key stakeholder in the creation of sustained social 
innovation. The prevailing sentiment is that government support is crucial to both for-profit 
and not-for-profit SOs. However, in some cases e.g. Dan above and Tom below, government 
may not be a direct key stakeholder, government support is still important. 
Government is not key stakeholder. That’s a minor bit…the 
government also writes the educational guidelines that every school 
has to follow, so we have to respond if they changed what the 
students need to know, we have to adapt our products to follow those 
guidelines. But aside from that, the schools function quite 
independently. So we work directly with the schools. [Tom] 
There are other categories of stakeholders that are important to SOs. Some of the stakeholders 
are in the form of partner organisations, communities and beneficiaries. In the next subsection, 
I analyse the support of stakeholders other than government. 
4.3.3.2 Stakeholders Support 
Working with stakeholders or partner organisations poses its own challenges. Securing 
partnerships with stakeholders is not always an easy process for SOs. Despite the increasing 
global acceptance of social entrepreneurs and innovators, SOs still strive to secure the supports 
they need to create social innovations. This challenge is more conspicuous among new and 
small SOs, and especially the SO intending to bring about a radical systemic change or belief. 
For instance: 
We hope to work with celebrities, but so far, we have not gotten any 
ambassador or anyone willing to be the face of mental illness 
awareness in Nigeria, but we are working on it. [Jon] 
And when we work with huge number of organisations, it actually a 
real capacity task on ourselves to actually keep an ongoing view on 




Jon’s social organisation tackles mental health discrimination among young people in Nigeria. 
As a Nigerian myself and having lived over 25 years in different parts of Nigeria, I understand 
the need to change people’s perception towards mental health illness in Nigeria. Therefore, SOs 
like Jon’s that engage in changing people’s belief face the challenge of lack of support from 
key stakeholders. Similarly, Bob explained the challenge of getting and maintaining the 
supports of stakeholders his organisation works with to create social impact. 
4.4 Entrepreneurial Behaviour of Social Organisations 
Questions have been asked if SOs are entrepreneurial entities. I put this question to the test in 
the context of creating social innovation. To answer this question, you may recall that this study 
adopts the three-construct entrepreneurial orientation (EO) dimensions e.g. innovativeness, 
proactiveness, and risk-taking (Miller & Friesen, 1982, 1983). Of the 61 codes created from 
participants’ responses, innovativeness (INV) has the highest number of references. Of the 
three EO dimensions, innovativeness has the highest reference, followed by proactiveness, with 
risk-taking coming last. This shows that these SOs are highly innovative and proactive entities 
taking little to no risks. 
SOs are characterised as creating disruptive innovations (Christensen et al., 2006). Thus they 
have to be innovative to begin with. All participants talked about innovative products, services 
or ways of delivering their innovative products and services. They deploy proactive measures 
to scan their environments for under and overserved markets and communities in need of their 
interventions. Bob testifies that his organisation’s innovative programmes are based on the 
needs of their beneficiaries: 
So we have developed programs which…seek to respond to the 
development needs of each of those stages. [Bob] 
SOs strive to be industry change makers (Dees, 1998). I found that participants not only create 
innovative products, services and processes, but that their innovative interventions are uniquely 
created. A few examples below highlight cases where participants have indicated that their 
organisations have created innovative and unique products, services and/or processes. 
In New Zealand, there aren’t any organisations that I have come 
across that are doing the same thing that we are doing. [Dan] 
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What’s unique to the TEF entrepreneurship program is its size and 
scale but it’s private sector led, and that there is a long term 
commitment of over 10 years as I said, of financial and human 
capital to sustain and grow this program, and that it is multilingual 
program and it’s a program in one goal that connects the extra-
ordinary diverse 54 African economies. [Grace] 
So you would not find our problem-solving task anywhere else being 
done by any other organisation, it is very unique to us. So the way 
we train and how we have built the way we [operate] is very unique 
as a matter of fact…we spent like an entire month or two last year 
we redesign our entire curriculum and the pedagogy of how we 
deliver it. [Jerry] 
During the interview, the participants had the opportunity to describe how their organisations 
create social innovation. They also describe some examples of when their organisations create 
social impacts with their beneficiaries. Responding to these questions, participants painted a 
very innovative picture of their organisations. They basically ticked the EO boxes except for 
the risk-taking which I will discuss towards the end of this section. 
4.4.1 Innovativeness in Social Organisations 
SOs display a high level of innovativeness. This may be connected to their determination to 
achieve their mission. In achieving their mission, SOs create innovative interventions to tackle 
social problems. In most cases, these interventions “seek to respond to the development needs” 
of communities and beneficiaries of SOs’ missions [Bob]. SOs’ innovativeness extends beyond 
developing innovative interventions to continuous improvement on existing innovative 
products, services, and product and service delivery. Liam considered his organisation 
“continues to pursue new improvements on how to serve our communities better”. SOs’ 
continuous innovation, sometimes on a yearly basis, meets Miller and Friesen’s (1982) measure 
of innovativeness. For example, Lucy, Bob and Jerry describe how their organisation 
undertakes continuous innovation yearly: 
We are also innovating what we do, so like I think last year we added 
a human-centred designs to our products of things. The human-
centred design teaches you how to problem-solve and critical 
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thinking, so it’s really making sure that you are getting to the root 
cause of the problem and coming out with a suitable solution. [Lucy] 
So in reality, although the programmes look the same from a distance 
from a high level point of view but I would say every time we run 
them, they are slightly different as result of learning from previous 
situations. [Bob] 
And so a lot of the original designs of the model have changed over 
the last three years that we’ve been in existence, so we haven’t kept 
doing the same thing the same old way, the way that we train has 
evolved, the way that we screen has evolved, the way that we connect 
people to jobs has evolved. Everything about our model has evolved 
and we keep evolving because we are constantly looking for better, 
more efficient, more effective ways to get it done. [Jerry] 
Apart from these three, all other participants described how their organisations engage in 
continuous improvement of their current products and services. Table 4.4 provides examples 




Table 4.4: How Participants Describe their Organisations’ Innovativeness 
Participant Innovativeness description 
Dan 
I suppose XYZ, as I mentioned before we’ve developed the loan tracking 
software which enables us to deliver products in a more efficient way that 
obviously builds into our operational processes. 
Mary 
I suppose in the last 12 months I’ve been pushing people to think a little bit 
differently. So there’s been a lot of changes and that has caused a little bit 
of stress for staff, but people need to challenge why they do, what they do 
and how they do it on a regularly basis and that has stopped happening, 
we’ll continue to be innovative… 
 Nancy 
I mean we have, our main major piece of research is what we’ve called the 
Voices Project…it is a series of films of young people speaking about their 
experiences in the education system. So this haven’t been, I don’t think it’s 
been done to the same extent before, so this something that we are going 
to make available which is going to be teaching resource for schools in 
inclusive practice. 
Ann 
We wanted to try something different in Nigeria, so we adopted a very tried 
and tested model from South Africa. We wanted to use soccer as a model 
to teach young people about sexual health and health in general. We started 
a grassroots soccer campaign that also raised awareness of HIV AIDS and 
malaria and how to prevent these diseases. 
 
What seems to propel these organisations to improve their offerings on a regular basis might 
be that the needs of their beneficiaries are continuously changing, and also their current 
products and services might need to be adjusted to accommodate a new set of beneficiaries. 
Literature has shown that SOs drive creative products and services for their beneficiaries 
(Howaldt et al., 2015; Nicholls et al., 2015). Whilst qualitative empirical and conceptual studies 
(for example, Aksoy, Alkire, Choi, Kim, & Zhang, 2019; Shaw & de Bruin, 2013) have 
examined and acknowledged innovativeness in SO, questions remain on how SOs are 
innovative (Lumpkin et al., 2013). Analyses in this chapter have shown that SOs are not only 
innovative, but also how uniquely they create products and services that challenge the status 
quo and disrupt incumbent markets and offerings – a feature of catalytic innovation. Therefore, 
to understand how SOs’ innovative activities can create disruptive products and services, this 
study hypothesises that SOs’ innovativeness is related to catalytic innovation. The activities 
SOs adopt that may result in disruptive products and services are captured by the term 
‘innovativeness’, whilst the disruptive outcomes are captured by the term ‘catalytic 
innovation’. As such, H1 may appear as a tautology to readers outside of the SI research stream. 
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In essence, H1 should be interpreted as meaning SOs innovation activities are positively related 
to disruptive products and services within the market it is operating. 
Thus: H1: Social organisations’ innovativeness is positively 
related to catalytic innovation 
 
4.4.2 Proactiveness in Social Organisations 
To keep up with the continuous improvement on their innovations, SOs proactively scan their 
immediate environment and the larger industry they operate in, in search of new and improved 
innovative products and services that may further scale-up their impact. By being proactive, 
participants suggested that they adopt industry best practices but uniquely modify them to suit 
the needs of their beneficiaries. For example Lucy explained that her organisation is always 
thinking about “how to stay relevant, and how to instead of leave the trend, we look at what 
are all the current happenings and then we find out how can we make sure that we either there 
or like coming up with something different”. Also being proactive may sometimes require 
tackling uncertainty with a bold and aggressive approach to innovation and exploring uncharted 
paths to come up with innovative solutions. Eighteen participants described how their 
organisations adopt a bold and aggressive approach to innovating, three of which described the 
approach as follows: 
It got to be bold and aggressive and the reason for that is very simple, 
if you wait you may die, if you move you may die so why wait so just 
move anyway. [Mark] 
We are not a wait-and-see. Are we bold and aggressive? I think we 
are proactive. I think that we know what’s happening in the sector, 
we know what’s happening with people we support and we are keen 
that we want to make a difference for people and if there are new 
ways that we hear about that can enhance that. [Mary] 
I mean that would be a bold and aggressive approach basically that 
we got to the point where we said enough is enough…so that would 
be a bold and aggressive approach which hasn’t been the case in the 
past. And I think there is a lot happening in the education sector at 
the moment and a lot of media practitioners are part of and behind 
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that aggressive bold approach not waiting to see what’s going to 
happen. [Nancy] 
Three other participants expressed proactiveness in their attempts to reach out to their 
beneficiaries through readily available media, acquiring knowledge to make informed decisions 
in the midst of uncertainty, and seeking and engaging with stakeholders to create social impact. 
Table 4.5 describes ways in which SOs are being proactive. 
Table 4.5: How Participants Describe their Organisations’ Proactiveness 
Participants Proactiveness description 
Jon 
We focus on one or two mental health topics each month, we expand on the 
topic, we use all of our social media platforms to reach out to young people 
in Nigeria. We use WeChat and Twitter, we use graphical images on 
Instagram and Facebook, we use several minutes of videos and documentary 
of people with mental health illnesses, let them talk their stories so that 
people can actually benefit from it. And encourage others to share this as 
well. That is how we aggressively raise awareness of mental health illness 
among Nigerians.  
Dan 
… I suppose it’s important we collect as much information as possible. Also 
ensuring that that process doesn’t take an extended period of time whereby 
we miss out on opportunities on, take too long to take advantage of 
uncertainty. Uncertainty can provide opportunities as well as risks, and I 
guess it’s important we acknowledge that and put our best foot forward. 
Ella 
At the moment we are currently finalising plans to do this education tour, we 
call the NS EduTour across schools where we are taking NS campaigns to 
schools. We are doing that in partnership with Nigerian Institute of Public 
Relations. And so it is cutting across just a WISE Initiative, now becoming 
what every person is an expert in mass communication. 
 
The analysis in this section shows that SOs in this study adopt an aggressive proactive approach 
to scanning, recognising, exploring and exploiting social innovation opportunities. This 
aggressive proactive approach is a reflection of entrepreneurial behaviour (Shane & 
Venkataraman, 2000) that is anchored on the bricolage entrepreneurship perspective (Baker & 
Nelson, 2005). Additionally, the analysis also reveals evidence of aggressive proactiveness 
similar to effectuation behaviour (Fisher, 2012) in that SOs have means and expertise to create 
SI and then leverage their expertise to establish an external relationship or knowledge in the 
attempt to acquire resources that they lack. Recent studies have conceptualised (Dwivedi & 
Weerawardena, 2018) and shown (Weerakoon, Gales, & McMurray, 2019) that although in the 
midst of limited resources, SO adopt effectuation behaviour in the planning phase for creating 
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catalytic innovation. Weerakoon et al. (2019) uncovered how SO pragmatically combine 
effectuation and bricolage entrepreneurial processes, echoed the call by Lumpkin et al. (2013) 
for more studies to examine entrepreneurial behaviour (proactiveness in this case) in SOs. 
Therefore, this study hypothesises that there is a relationship between proactiveness and 
catalytic innovation. For H2, proactiveness captures SO processes such as aggressive 
exploration and exploitation of opportunities whilst catalytic innovation captures disruptive 
outcomes. For clarity of purpose, H2 should be interpreted as SO’s aggressive exploration and 
exploitation of opportunities being positively related to disruptive outcomes. 
 
Thus: H2: Social organisations’ proactiveness is positively related 
to catalytic innovation 
SOs adopting the bold and aggressive approach to being proactive face a particular kind of risk, 
one in which there is a significant level of uncertainty as to whether being bold and aggressive 
would yield better or improved social impact. SOs’ risk of not having social impact from 
proactiveness is analysed in the next section. 
 
4.4.3 Risk-Taking in Social Organisations 
Of the three EO dimensions considered in this study, risk-taking is the only dimension in which 
SOs are lagging. As most SOs are small organisations, they exhibit low propensity to undertake 
risks (Brockhaus, 1980). Nevertheless, SOs undertake some risks. There are two types of risks 
expressed by participants – first is the risk involved in running business operations (business 
risk), and the second is associated with not having social impact (impact risk). These two types 
of risks are expressed in significantly different ways that highlighted interesting trends among 
the participants’ organisations, amount of investments in social interventions, challenges they 
face, and the types of partnerships they may engage in. Before I analyse the risk-taking trends, 
I will focus, in the next two sections, on the two types of risks that the participants expressed. 
4.4.3.1 Business Risks in Social Organisations 
Business risk in SOs involves the everyday risks SOs undertake to run their social intervention 
programmes. This type of risk encompasses investments in tangible and intangible resources, 
and operating costs (financial risk). Business risks are undertaken by all SOs, regardless of their 
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organisation type or solvency, albeit at different levels. For example Jerry explained how his 
organisation undertakes business risks to place an unemployed youth on a job: 
But you [beneficiary] go through the training, the screening process, 
the money that it costs us to find you and screen you and train you 
up until when you ready to be placed on a job, we are spending 
money on every single step of the way…[Jerry] 
While Grace gave an account of significant investment risks her organisation has undertaken 
to benefit entrepreneurs across the African continent. Grace disclosed that her organisation: 
Invested considerable resources in building our own technology 
driven platform where the 20,000 entrepreneurs that qualify can 
continue to engage, they can continue to network, they can continue 
market their products and services to each other. [Grace] 
Despite the important role attributed to business risks in running a SO, some new SOs exhibit 
a very low level of business risk propensity. They, instead, adopt a bricolage approach to run 
their social programmes and thus exhibit the characteristics of a social bricoleur (Zahra et al., 
2009). The social bricoleur characteristics mainly associated with new and small SOs are 
captured by the following two responses: 
We are just putting in a lot of resources into creating awareness and 
hoping that someday we will get grants to run our operations. I can 
say we are sacrificing to see how much impact we will make. I do 
some work myself, so I am a [medical] doctor, most of our volunteers 
are doctors. I guess the risk is more of personal risk than 
organisational risks. [Jon] 
We are not taking any risks, we are just taking little steps… we use 
money from our own pockets and hoping for funding in the future. 
[Ella] 
Although new and small SOs initially gave the impression that they do not undertake business 
risks, for example in the case of Ella and Jon, further probes revealed that they actually do but 
evidently lower than SOs that have been in operation for a few years. One type of risk that new 
and small SOs face more than well-established SOs is the impact risk. 
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4.4.3.2 Impact Risks in Social Organisations 
As I have already described earlier, impact risk is the risk expressed by the participants that 
relate to them not being able to provide innovative products and services that meet the needs 
of their beneficiaries. Impact risk was more expressed by new and small SOs, whilst the well-
established SOs almost did not express impact risks. For example, Bob expressed impact risk 
in the following way: 
What we struggle really with, because we are at the developmental 
stage, is to really understand the longer term social impact as a 
result of ventures going on our programmes. [Bob] 
Impact risk was also expressed by SOs that have been operating for a few years but are still 
small. For example, Dan, whose microfinance organisation has existed for four years, expressed 
a higher level of impact risk. 
The risks are that, the highest I suppose is that the products and 
services don’t have any impact or have negative impact on the clients 
that we are supporting. [Dan] 
Impact risk may arise as a result of beneficiaries not willing to engage with the SOs, and it may 
also arise when the SOs does not possess the required resources to effectively execute their 
programmes. The response from Mark accurately captures this logic: 
There is a risk of basically choosing nothing. These are kids who are 
underserved, who have the option of not coming along for the 
training, choosing not coming for the training is risk that people who 
have given up and don’t think that any training can change the 
trajectory of their life in any particular way, that’s one. Then, there 
is also the risk of not being able to get enough manpower for the 
training that we need to do. These are some of the risks that we’ve 
seen. [Mark] 
Impact risk is greatly minimised by SOs that have beneficiaries and stakeholders who are 
willing to engage, and also possess the required resources and know-how. A well-established 
SO that has established a stable market or beneficiaries may minimise impact risks.  
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Thus, impact risk will not be a major issue; instead, business risks are of higher importance. 
For example: 
The exchange rate is a big impact for us because most of our income 
comes from outside of New Zealand, so if that fluctuates a lot during 
the year then there could be a risk, and then competitors basically 
have been the major ones. [Tom] 
It is evident that SOs undertake risks in two distinct ways – business and impact risks. Thus, 
the outcomes of undertaking risks are not necessarily in monetary measures (Lurtz & Kreutzer, 
2017). To further understand how risk-taking in SOs contributes to creating catalytic 
innovation, I hypothesise that there is a relationship between risk-taking and catalytic 
innovation. I acknowledge the potential tautology in H3; however, risk-taking in this instance 
involves the unique business risk and impact risk that SOs face whilst catalytic innovation 
captures the SI disruptive outcomes. 
Thus: H3: Social organisations’ risk-taking is positively related to 
catalytic innovation 
Risk-taking as well as innovativeness and proactiveness are three dimensions of EO necessary 
for SOs to create innovative interventions for their beneficiaries. To achieve this, SO top 
management executives show support for the innovation drive of the organisation. In the next 
section, I analyse participants’ responses to management support for innovation within their 
organisation because without the support and active participation of top management, SOs may 
struggle to be innovative, be proactive, or take any form of risk. 
4.5 Social Organisation Support for Innovation 
Support from top management executive within SOs is crucial to creating social innovation. 
SOs adopt various management motivation practices and strategies to promote innovative ideas 
within their organisations and for the benefit of their beneficiaries. Job rotation is one of the 
management practices that SOs naturally adopt. Because of their relatively small size, 
employees may be required to rotate responsibilities to keep up the organisation’s 
innovativeness. Another strategy adopted to promote innovation is the flexibility of 
organisation processes and procedures. All of the respondents suggested they do not have rigid 
procedures for creating catalytic innovations. Regardless of organisation type, size or industry 
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in which they operate, all respondents described their organisations as having some degree of 
flexibility for innovative activities. 
We don’t have super rigid procedures in place. I think it’s an 
environment that lends itself to bending, not bending the rules but 
bending previous thinking. I think that’s key to the way work, people 
are able to come up with new innovative ideas obviously with a bit 
of structure around that. Yeah absolutely I mean that’s definitively 
the case. [Dan] 
So, we’ve got the opportunity for people to experience what others 
are doing on the team. One of the things that we’ve done is job-
rotation scheme where somebody does something that they don’t 
normally do every day. So they can bring fresh thinking to the table, 
the other is also to get teams to talk a lot more, to do quarterly 
reviews where the challenge is you come to the table with what 
you’ve done before and what you are going to do. [Mark] 
For all of the SOs interviewed, organisational procedure and process flexibilities are curtailed 
within the ambit of organisation social mission. The purpose is to ensure innovation activities 
are guided by the organisation’s mission and objectives. 
You know some principle way of working rather than hard processes. 
So the thing is that allows flex but should also mitigate risks, so it 
allows people to work flexibly and respond to opportunities but there 
are some keys thing we would not do, i.e. go beyond our mission, go 
or work outside of our values or hopefully do anything which might 
in some way damage our brand, damage our relationships, damage 
trust. So absolutely, people are encouraged to opportunistic but 
there are also a strong sense of what is and isn’t [our organisation] 
effectively. So people have freedom within some context. [Bob] 
Nevertheless, SOs provide various reward systems for their employees who have brought 
forward innovative ideas that further improve their offerings to their beneficiaries. SOs also 
reward their beneficiaries who are engaging in programmes designed to promote innovative 
problem-solving attitudes. The reward systems for both employees and beneficiaries come in 
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various forms and are aimed towards continuous improvement of social interventions and 
stakeholder engagements: 
We definitely give one another appraisals and we acknowledge as 
the case may be every important feat that we achieve in each project 
that we embark on…and the member of the team acknowledging the 
work that you do and supporting the work that you do, and joining 
in the collaboration in-house, that also is a form of appraisals that 
go a long way to boost the morale of the team. [Ella] 
New ideas I suppose are rewarded, first of all we do create space to 
enable people create new idea so that is an incentive for talent itself, 
that it’s an organisation which does actually facilitate, allow people 
to innovate and come up with new models. [Bob] 
…nothing specific like if somebody came to me with a really good 
idea and we put it into place and it worked out, I would put it into 
newsletter and recognise the person that did it. It would not be any 
financial reward or anything like that. [Mary] 
Well I mean we are voluntary organisation with some paid 
employees so we don’t get that [financial reward], I mean we have 
looked at things like awards for schools that are doing a really good 
job. [Nancy] 
So in all our workshops, we have an innovation challenge where our 
girls have to [compete], we give them a problem and they work in 
teams to come up with a solution. During those sessions we learn a 
lot. First, about how the girls approach problem-solving. Second 
about the ideas that they come up with, and some of the times we 
even get corporates in Ghana to come up with a problem that they 
are facing and then the girls work at solving it. [Lucy] 
Evidently top management support is manifested in different forms and constitutes an important 
internal strategy for spurring innovative ideas within an organisation (Goodale et al., 2011; 
Kuratko et al., 2014). Similarly, analyses of top management support in this study are consistent 
with previous studies within the SO context that have pointed out that top management support 
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is important and should be examined (Gauthier et al., 2019; Light, 2006; Short et al., 2009). To 
examine the effect of top management support as an SO strategy in creating catalytic 
innovation, I hypothesise that there is a relationship between top management support and 
catalytic innovation. 
Thus: H4: Social organisations’ top management support is 
positively related to catalytic innovation 
These SOs engage in co-creation – actively working with and putting beneficiaries at the centre 
of innovation development processes, supporting earlier work by Prahalad and Ramaswamy 
(2000) – as a strategy for supporting and developing innovation. This strategy encourages the 
active participation of stakeholders, and further underscores the importance of stakeholder 
engagement in creating social innovations. 
4.6 Importance of Stakeholder Engagement 
Social innovation is not created in isolation from stakeholders. It is created by the active 
participation of all stakeholders both internal and external to the social innovation ecosystem. 
SOs engage with their stakeholders such as partner organisations and associations; 
governments and local authorities; donors, communities, beneficiaries, as well as internal 
stakeholders such as employees and volunteers. SOs engage their stakeholders in all facets of 
the social innovation creation process: from strategic planning to implementation, and impact 
measurement. An example from Bob shows that: 
We work with partners really in all areas, building partnerships with 
philanthropic organisations either to help invest in some of our 
programmes or invest directly in some social enterprises we support, 
building partnerships with corporates to gain support for 
programmes, to gain access to networks and capability. [Bob] 
SOs’ founders and chief executives and the very top management team often belong to 
associations and institutions that might have helped shape their interests and desires in the social 
innovation space, and influence their approach to creating social innovation. These associations 
serve as partners (RBPs) and may offer resources such as training and expertise. 
…and then we have Mental Health America, they provide us with 
training resources. So, we are partners with them, they also offer us 
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some kind of training… I think the most important one for us at this 
stage is the screening resources they offer because they gave us a 
customised link that we have on our website that when people click 
on it, it takes them to a page where they get their screening done. 
[Jon] 
Communities and beneficiaries are stakeholders in creating social innovation. All the SOs 
interviewed mentioned that they engage with communities to gain their support and through 
them have access to resources; e.g. community grounds and town halls; and access to 
beneficiaries. Similarly, SOs engage with beneficiaries to understand their needs and create 
appropriate programmes and interventions. 
And also it is community development, we basically partner with 
communities to work closely with them to look at where the needs 
are and what kind of partnerships we can build to be able to leverage 
resources to have them address those needs. [Ben] 
Essentially, the people and the environment are the reasons we are 
in business…they are also a group of important stakeholders whose 
views we constantly sought whenever decisions were made. [Liam] 
So the key people that we work with are the young people, so they 
are our primary stakeholder, the young people that we screen, train 
and connect to jobs, those are our primary stakeholder, the 
employers as well. [Jerry] 
Other stakeholders involved in social innovation creation are the volunteers e.g. mentors, 
facilitators and sometimes individual donors. 
The second key stakeholders are the volunteers and our mentors. 
They really ensures that the programmes runs and they help us to be 
able to scale our efforts and also other international NGOs and 
partner organisations, locally also that support us either with money 
or with training. [Lucy] 
The importance of stakeholders to social innovation cannot be overemphasised. SOs need the 
support and engagement of stakeholders to assess needs for their innovation, and deliver 
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programmes and interventions. Also, Section 4.3.3 highlights SOs’ desire to engage more with 
their stakeholders and the challenges that they face. Analysis in this section has revealed that 
the multidimensional nature of SOs manifests in different forms of stakeholders with varying 
interests and associated implications for the SOs, consistent with previous work of Imperatori 
and Ruta (2015), and that SOs’ stakeholder engagement supports their SI ecosystem (Ayuso et 
al., 2011; Hazenberg, Bajwa-Patel, Mazzei, et al., 2016). Therefore, I hypothesise that there is 
a relationship between stakeholder engagement and catalytic innovation. 
Thus: H5: Social organisations’ engagement with stakeholders is 
positively related to catalytic innovation 
4.7 How Social Organisations Create Social Innovations 
Creating social innovation involves so much more than just creating new or different products 
and services, or better ways to deliver products and services. Creating social innovation 
involves creating innovation with the primary purpose of serving underserved social needs, 
creating new markets for social purposes, changing fundamental and underlying beliefs and 
relationships, challenging regulations for greater social good, and ultimately impacting society 
(Nilsson & Paddock, 2014; Westley & Antadze, 2010), all of these are captured and are the 
five features of catalytic innovation. The hypotheses developed under the following sub-
subsections may be confusing or perceived as tautologies. They are instead the features of 
catalytic innovation, and hypotheses are developed in such a way as to relate the features to 
social performance. 
To achieve their organisation objectives, SOs may adopt a catalytic innovation (CI) view – a 
strategy for disrupting socio-economic systems for the purpose of effecting social change 
(Christensen et al., 2006) – to create social innovation. CIs are distinguished by their primary 
focus on systemic social change (Christensen et al., 2006). They can be identified by five 
distinctive features6. 
Questions relating to these five features were put to the respondents. All participants responded 
in a similar manner to questions relating to Features 1, 2, and 3. Responses to Feature 4 were 
based on the type of social organisation and resources needed to create social innovation.  
                                                 
6 Christensen et al (2006) used these features to identify and distinguish catalytic entrepreneurs i.e. entrepreneurs 




For Feature 5, some SOs experienced criticism of their products and services, whilst others 
were accepted from the early stage. The following five sections discuss participants’ responses 
to the catalytic innovation features of their organisations. 
4.7.1 Creating Systemic Change 
All the SOs gave accounts of how they create systemic change and plans to scale-up. These 
accounts vary in size and dimension. For example, Grace, whose organisation is training and 
mentoring next generation African entrepreneurs, explained how her organisation’s 
entrepreneurship intervention programme create a large scale systemic change in Africa. 
There are many, many accelerator programs, incubators, 
accelerators. I guess there are only few numbers unique programs. 
What’s unique to [our] entrepreneurship program is its size and 
scale but it’s private sector led, and that there is a long term 
commitment of over 10years as I said, of financial and human capital 
to sustain and grow this program, and that it is multilingual program 
and it’s a program in one goal that connects the extra-ordinary 
diverse 54 African economies. [Grace] 
Other systemic changes created by participants are at national level and involve various 
institutions and authorities. 
So that’s basically what our mission is to work at different levels to 
try and bring around the change…we run workshops we have two 
teaching educators who are experts in using inclusive education, 
they run workshops for teachers, families, others…we do network 
meetings, we do try and do that around the country bringing families 
together, we have speakers, we do research, we do some advocacy, 
and we are involved in a lot of advisory groups, consultation 
processes with ministry of education…we provide information 
essentially on people’s rights, on children’s right through to access 
education system but we also provide information on inclusive 
practice, how teachers can include children with disabilities within 
their classrooms, so that’s a big part of our work. [Nancy] 
And improving and building on existing teaching and learning infrastructures: 
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So we create digital educational resource which we supply to high 
schools around New Zealand, Australia and more globally. Our 
system is used by over a 100 schools in Australia and New 
Zealand…we try to make learning fun and engaging for students, so 
if students are more confident learners then I suppose that would 
make them a happier people and in that way we would impact on the 
community in a small way…so the impact for each student would be 
small but I suppose when there are 400,000 people, yes then a small 
impact on each person is quite a big impact in a broader sense. 
[Tom] 
The catalytic innovation feature ‘creating systemic change’ reflects one of the fundamentals of 
social innovation. Few studies that have examined catalytic innovation have done so in the 
context of social innovation, e.g. microfinance (Mohan & Potnis, 2010). SOs’ mission usually 
includes systemic change to underlying beliefs or practices associated with the social problem 
they intend to solve. For example, Joe’s SO’s mission includes “imparting health education 
among primary and intermediate school students” with the view of inspiring young people to 
make healthy choices. As stated in previous chapters, SOs combine social and economic 
management logic to create social impact. Therefore, I hypothesise that there is a relationship 
between creating systemic change and social performance and economic performance, 
respectively. Creating systemic change is the first feature of catalytic innovation as proposed 
by Christensen et al. (2006). In essence H6:1 and H7:1 are developed to test whether the 
element of catalytic innovation is related to social performance and economic performance 
respectively. 
Thus: H6.1: Creating systemic change by a social organisation is 
positively related to its social performance 
           H7.1: Creating systemic change by a social organisation is 
positively related to its economic performance 
SOs create these systemic changes with the purpose of positively influencing a better society 
and the wider world by meeting society’s unmet needs. 
4.7.2 Meeting Unmet Needs 
SOs create social innovations that meet a need that is either underserved or overserved. 
Overserved needs may arise when the solution to the need is too complex for the beneficiaries. 
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For example, Jerry’s organisation provides a link between uneducated jobless youth in West 
Africa and local jobs. 
So we have that huge number of people who are demographic 
liabilities when they can be demographic dividends. And then you 
also have growing industries that need skills and that need talents 
and that need people to fill jobs but there is this mismatch you have 
growing needs for jobs to be filled and we have growing population 
of people who can’t find jobs…we exist to bridge that gap and solve 
that problem. [Jerry] 
Other examples of how participants’ organisation’s social innovations meet underserved needs 
are expressed by the two following interviewee comments: 
…we are advocating for change in the education system so there is 
a fully inclusive system that includes children and young people with 
disabilities who at the moment are discriminated against and 
experience often not being here, a lot of disadvantage. [Nancy] 
So [our organisation] is basically focused on education that, we 
work in educational sector and also we work with communities to 
help them access some basic services, resources and facilities that 
the normally they do not have access to. [Ben] 
The remaining 17 participants described how their organisations’ products, services, and/or 
processes serve and meet unmet needs of over/underserved beneficiaries by offering cheaper 
and simpler alternative products and services to industry incumbents. For example, one of 
Ann’s organisation’s services is geared towards training and coaching out-of-school youth, 
providing them with “soft skills around how to keep themselves safe in a society that has 
neglected them” and teaching basic vocational skills such as soap making. SOs spot 
opportunities from negative indicators such as inequalities, unemployment, and social 
insecurities (Zahra et al., 2009) and develop their social missions to address these negative 
indictors. There is a dearth of empirical studies that have examined features of catalytic 
innovation. Therefore, I hypothesise that there is a relationship between unmet needs and social 
performance and economic performance, respectively. Unmet needs are also an element of 
catalytic innovation. Therefore, H6.2 and H7.2 are developed to test whether this element of 
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catalytic innovation is related to social performance and economic performance respectively. 
Thus: H6.2: Meeting unmet needs by a social organisation is 
positively related to its social performance 
            H7.2: Meeting unmet needs by a social organisation is 
positively related to its economic performance 
 
4.7.3 Offering Alternatives to Industry Incumbents 
When SOs offer alternative products, services or deliver products and services in ways different 
to industry incumbents, they display the characteristics of a disruptive new entrant i.e. low-end 
and new-market disruptions (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). As low-end disruptors, SOs provide 
cheap, yet attractive enough to beneficiaries, alternatives to incumbent market products and 
services. For example, Ella stated that her organisation provides cheap (and sometimes free) 
consultation to young people and start-ups around social issues in their communities. An 
example of the free consultation is the campaign around safe use of the internet – a social ill in 
Nigeria: 
We have executed a number of projects in the past, we are currently 
on a project now, we are doing a campaign called the Netsafe 
Campaign. It’s on social media with the hashtag #Netsafe. What we 
are doing basically with that campaign is promoting safe use of the 
internet to start-ups, schools, and young people in the society. We 
are trying to promote positive consumption of the internet and speak 
against any vices that stand in the way of what it is that right that 
people are doing on the internet. [Ella] 
Similarly, other participants gave account of how their organisations offered alternative 
products and services to what was being offered by incumbents and competitors. 
Maybe I can give an example of our working-better-together 
seminars…it’s a full day seminar where we would invite teachers, 
families, in a particular community, I think the last one was done in 
Dunedin. So, it was a workshop where people came and the 3 
presenters talked about changes that could be made within the 
classroom settings and given practical examples. Barely just getting 
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people to think differently of how we can work together, how our 
classrooms can work together so you have mixed ability groups, so 
more able children helping children who need a bit of extra 
support…[Nancy] 
I refused to sign the contract because I believe residential services 
speaks breach of people’s basic human rights, people are entitled to 
their own money and their own income. And if you’re in a residential 
service, you don’t get that, your money is given to the [service] 
provider and you get pocket money, and I just believe that’s 
absolutely wrong. So I suppose the fact that we wouldn’t follow the 
contract, I wouldn’t sign the residential contract and we’ve always 
worked outside the contract that the ministry gave us because we 
believe we are working for the people. [Mary] 
Offering alternative cheaper yet good-enough products, services, and/or processes is one 
essential way SOs disrupt the existing industry to create both social and economic impacts. The 
disruptive innovation literature has argued that new entrants disrupt incumbents’ market share 
by creating and offering good-enough alternatives (Wessel & Christensen, 2012; Yu & Hang, 
2010). Offering cheaper alternative products and services can lead to improved firm 
performance (Guttentag & Smith, 2017). The work of Guttentag and Smith (2017) supports the 
analyses in this section. For example, to disrupt cooking stove markets by producing and selling 
good-enough alternative stoves, Adele’s organisation provides entrepreneurship training on 
clean energy to Nigerian women “who are selling and making so much money from these cook 
stoves and are smiling to the back, this helps to reduce the amount of carbon dioxide, reduces 
the amount of fallen trees used for cooking, and looking after the environment and at same time 
the women make income”. SOs create social and economic impacts by offering alternative 
cheaper yet good-enough products and services. Therefore, I hypothesise that there is a 
relationship between offering alternative cheaper products and social performance and 
economic performance.  
Thus: H6.3: Offering alternative products and services by a social 




            H7.3: Offering alternative products and services by a social 
organisation is positively related to its 
economic performance 
 
4.7.4 Generating Resources that are Unattractive to Industry Incumbent Competitors 
Participants differ along organisation type and business model lines. For example, most social 
enterprises and for-profit social organisations did not support the idea of using volunteers and 
ad hoc employees to create social innovation;  whilst mainly not-for-profits and most new SOs 
rely on volunteers to execute their social interventions. However, generally, SOs generate 
different resources such as intellectual and social capital, donations, grants, sometimes 
combined with income generation, and volunteer and paid manpower. 
SOs, particularly social enterprises that adopt a hybrid business model to creating social 
innovation, may not support the use of volunteers. In his response below, Tom explained why 
his organisation does not support the idea of volunteers, but employ paid workers instead: 
No, those are a quite different thing. I mean donations, grants and 
volunteer workers, intellectual capital. No, not really. We do get 
grants from the government. So New Zealand government provide 
supports for businesses that do research and development, and 
because we’ve got quite a lot of software engineers here in Dunedin, 
they provide financial support for businesses to hire staff and do its 
own research and development, and so the New Zealand government 
support of our research and development means we make a better 
product and which make more sales, we’ve got 75 staff in Dunedin 
so which means we can hire more people and create more jobs, and 
also make a better product which obviously supports the students. 
[Tom] 
Government grants are an incentive to create innovative products and services or new ways to 
deliver existing products and services. As Tom explained, government grants support their 
innovation drive and quest to hire paid workers. However, when grants are not enough, SOs 




We got a donation but not a normal thing. We sell entertainment 
books for small donations. We don’t use volunteers. People should 
get on with right friendships or they should be paid supporter. 
Volunteers don’t sit well with me for a number of reasons which we 
don’t need to get into. Grants, we certainly apply for grants and 
donations to do extra work that we are not funded for or to back up 
the work that we are poorly funded for. [Mary] 
Other participants, particularly small and new SOs, emphasised the role volunteers play in how 
they create social innovations and implement these innovations to their beneficiaries. The 
following three participants describe how their organisation generates different resources and 
their usage in implementing their innovative interventions: 
Yes, we do, so they are members as well and they volunteer their time 
to actually run the workshops, and I guess I can say we are 
foundation members, and we really believe in inclusive education, 
so we are very lucky that they’ve maintained their interests and 
continue to provide their expertise for free. [Nancy] 
We attract volunteers to help with the training and yes we have some 
partners who have given grants to the organisation…they are also 
the volunteers, there are also the partners who take our students 
after they’ve been trained for either internship or other opportunities 
and then there are those funding partners who are interested in 
supporting our work. [Mark] 
I think one of the things we’ve done very well is we have a network 
of over 80 mentors and over 200 volunteers. So we’ve been able to 
maximise our strategy and efforts by getting people who come and 
help and we get a lot of, sort of partnership with organisations 
outside who also come and volunteer sometimes, so we’ve Google 
come, we’ve had SAP come, Western Union is also sending some 
executives to help us. And we also have benefited from individual 
donations, we who generally like what we doing and want to support 
the work that we do. [Lucy] 
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SOs generate and may combine these resources differently to one another depending on their 
need for the resources and the business model they have adopted. And when there is no need 
to generate or use these resources, SOs simply do not generate them. For example, Sheila 
explained that her organisation “started with a scholarship”, it “received an entrepreneurship 
prize of AU$15k which helped [their organisation] get involved in products development…[but 
now they do get] no grants and are self-funding [their] development.” Sheila’s organisation 
epitomises the bricolage behaviour of SOs – utilising local and available resources to create 
impact or even choosing to utilise the resources when it suits (Bojica, Ruiz Jiménez, Ruiz Nava, 
& Fuentes-Fuentes, 2018). When choosing which resources and when to utilise them, SOs 
acknowledge the diminishing return effects of bricolage (Kickul, Griffiths, Bacq, & Garud, 
2018) and may instead adopt optimisation when creating social innovation. The various 
resources that SOs combine and utilise are generally regarded by industry incumbents as 
unattractive (Christensen et al., 2006). Therefore, I hypothesise that there is a relationship 
between generating unattractive resources and social performance and economic performance. 
Thus: H6.4: Generating unattractive resources by a social 
organisation is positively related to its social 
performance 
            H7.4: Generating unattractive resources by a social 
organisation is positively related to its 
economic performance 
4.7.5 Ignored, Disparaged, and Even Encouraged (Criticism) 
Participants struggled to understand and respond to the question around being ignored, 
disparaged and encouraged. One instance was when Mark said “if you’re defining criticism in 
terms of feedback, yes. Criticism in terms of saying something isn’t being done well”. After 
two interviews, I rephrased the question around criticism as participants understood criticism 
could be twofold: (1) negative criticism, that is, being ignored or disparaged, and (2) positive 
criticism, which could lead to encouragement. 
During subsequent interviews, I used the word criticism without either positive or negative 
emphasis. Most participants reported that their social innovative products and services were, at 
the inception of their organisation, either ignored, disparaged, or encouraged. The SOs that 
were ignored and disparaged attributed the negative criticism to initial misunderstanding of 




…when we first started it was difficult because everybody was like 
girls can’t learn coding, it’s so difficult, it’s so advanced, but now 
we have several other organisations that are either following our 
model or using our curriculum… and most of the times we get a lot 
of negative, when we were starting there was a lot of negative 
feedback, people not really understanding how girls are going to 
learn all that… [Lucy] 
We had, I suppose when I started business I was 18 and I had just 
arrived university and when I showed it to schools, they were quite 
critical because I didn’t have any credibility, I didn’t have any 
reputation. So it was very difficult to start the business…but once we 
got started, the teachers supported what we did then it was very easy. 
[Tom] 
SOs and their innovative products and services may be ignored and disparaged when they are 
considered as being radically different from incumbents’ offerings. Mary and Adele captured 
this view when they stated: 
So it’s a bit of a battle, so we work in a way that most of the providers 
don’t which makes us a bit of an anomaly. [Mary] 
We approached low income earners in the city but they were not all 
interested in stoves but we approached women in rural villages who 
saw the benefits of our training and stoves. [Adele] 
There are other situations in which participants reported that they and their innovative products 
and services were encouraged right from when they started. And in another situation, they 
experienced mixed criticism: 
Thankfully no, we have gotten a lot of encouragements, we have 
gotten a lot of push, a lot of people have reached out to us to be part 
of their campaign, we keep getting that kind of request regularly – 
people are asking us about how they can be a part of what [our 
organisation] is doing. [Ella] 
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A lot of people thought it was the right thing to do and the right time 
to do it, so we got a lot of proper backing. But at some point beyond 
that, some people thought that we were making it cool for people to 
pretend to be what they are not. That is controversy because we are 
a team of young people and we have a lot of young people joining 
us. Some people thought we were making it look like a cool 
community, but there is nothing cool about being mentally ill. I don’t 
think that comes up anymore but at the beginning it did. And some 
people thought, what are they doing? Why are they pushing 
something that isn’t real and doesn’t exist? This is the stereotype in 
the culture, in the society that we live. But we did not have any big 
issues. [Jon] 
I think criticism are like part of any endeavour that anyone makes 
and we’ve had our fair share of people saying, you know, [our 
organisation] isn’t doing exactly what they think we should be doing 
and that’s understandable. [Jerry] 
SOs are catalytic innovators that adopt business models that are not attractive and not easily 
identified and may not feature in mainstream industry journals and media (Christensen et al., 
2006); as such, they are ignored and disparaged by industry incumbents. Nevertheless, this 
situation allows SOs to create catalytic innovation under the radar of big industry players and 
thereby improve their performance. Therefore, I hypothesise that there is a relationship between 
being ignored, disparaged, and criticised and social performance and economic performance, 
respectively. 
Thus: H6.5: Being ignored, disparaged, and criticised is positively 
related to social performance 
            H7.5: Being ignored, disparaged, and criticised is 
positively related to economic performance 
The five features of catalytic innovation were evident in all 20 participants. The first three 
features were the same for all participants. However, participants generate and utilise resources 
that meet their social innovation requirements. Similarly, the level of criticism faced also 
differed significantly; while some SOs were embraced immediately as they started up, others 
had to tread on eggshells to develop good working relationships with their key stakeholders. 
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4.8 Importance of Mission, Vision, and Co-creation to Creating Social Impact 
Two other findings are analysed in this section. They include the importance of mission and 
vision, and co-creation. Mission and vision are guiding principles to SOs while co-creation is 
a necessary process undertaken to create social innovation. All 20 participants expressed their 
organisations’ vision and missions as ultimate and “as the foundation and core of what [they] 
do” [Dan] and that achieving their social mission is “absolutely critical” [Bob]. For instance, 
the following responses from two participants indicate the level of importance SOs place on 
their social vision and missions, as well as on achieving them: 
It’s very important, I mean without creating social impact we might 
as well pack what we are doing and stop it. And for us it is, it is our, 
the reason why we do what we do and it is important we are able to 
create that social impact. [Lucy] 
We are committed and we were set in 2010 to drive Africa’s 
economic and social transformation through entrepreneurship and 
competitiveness. And through that we also want to change the 
narrative on African development which is the fundamental changes. 
[Grace] 
All of the participants not only clearly described their organisation’s vision and mission, they 
also indicated that their approach to creating disruptive social innovation, and all they do as an 
organisation, are essentially being influenced by their organisation’s vision and mission. The 
importance and influence of vision and mission to disruptive social innovation cannot be 
overemphasised. 
One fundamental aspect of disruptive social innovation and impact creation that was found 
common among the SOs is co-creation. Co-creation, as discussed earlier, involves active 
participation of beneficiaries in the disruptive social innovation development processes 
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000). Co-creation is more specific and unique from the concept of 
participation which oftentimes infers to passive involvement (Voorberg, Bekkers, & Tummers, 
2014). In the interview extract below, Lucy talks about how her organisation co-creates with a 
beneficiary to deliver social impact: 
So Rosemary came to our programme through a partnership we have 
with another group…what Rosemary has done right now is…built 
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her own website which is actually unbelievable from somebody who 
knew nothing about technology and she started a foundation [of her 
own] because the challenge in her community’s health [sector] to 
access to healthcare and the other challenges – the young girls get 
pregnant, so teenage pregnancy is very rampant… so she started this 
foundation called Health At Every Door Step, she’s created her own 
website and she started to rally and get support to help her go into 
the region and educate and also get like support to bring more health 
services to her region. So Rosemary’s only 17years old and through 
the use of learning to code, she’s already started impacting her 
community. [Lucy] 
SOs may also engage in co-creation through actively seeking inputs from their beneficiaries 
when conducting product or service improvement. For instance: 
We had had independent evaluation on the larger programmes and 
we all always seek direct valuation from the participants themselves 
in terms of critics and that had always drive a kind of product 
improvement process. [Bob] 
Co-creation is a critical social innovation planning and development strategy that ensures not 
only that the right beneficiaries are targeted but also that the social impacts being created are 
fit for the beneficiaries. 
4.9 Link between Qualitative and Quantitative Methods 
One of the objectives of this chapter is to develop hypotheses from the qualitative analysis. 
Figure 3.1 indicated that the outcome of the grounded theory method as adopted in this study 
is to develop and further test hypotheses. These hypotheses are presented in subsequent 
sections. Figure 4.4 presents the conceptual framework that emerged from qualitative data 
analysis and on which the hypotheses were based. I analysed the emerged themes, juxtaposing 
the analyses with my literature review to develop hypotheses following the grounded theory 
method processes and outcomes advocated by Bryman and Bell (2011), as shown in Figure 3.1. 
The developed conceptual framework and hypotheses provide a foundation for quantitative 
analysis to be carried out. 
128 
 


























4.10 Hypothesis Development 
The conceptual framework above highlights the direction of relationship between variables. 
The conceptual framework variables were derived from analysis of interview data. 
Furthermore, hypotheses were developed from the relationships between variables. The 
hypotheses are developed and will be tested in a three-stage regression in next chapter. The 
first set of hypotheses are concerned with the relationship between the key findings of 
qualitative analysis and catalytic innovation. The second set of hypotheses are concerned with 
the relationships between features of catalytic innovation and social and economic 
performance. And lastly, the third set of hypotheses are concerned with the relationships 
between social and economic performance and social impact. The following are the hypotheses 
developed: 
 
Set 1 Hypotheses: Relationships between key findings and catalytic innovation 
Hypothesis 1:   Social organisations’ innovativeness is 
positively related to catalytic innovation 
Hypothesis 2:   Social organisations’ proactiveness is 
positively related to catalytic innovation 
Hypothesis 3:   Social organisations’ risk-taking is positively 
related to catalytic innovation 
Hypothesis 4:   Social organisations’ top management 
support is positively related to catalytic 
innovation 
Hypothesis 5:   Social organisations’ engagement with 






Set 2 Hypotheses: Relationships between catalytic innovation and social and economic 
performance 
Hypothesis 6.1:  Creating systemic change by a social 
organisation is positively related to its social 
performance 
Hypothesis 6.2:  Meeting unmet needs by a social organisation 
is positively related to its social performance 
Hypothesis 6.3:  Offering alternative products and services by 
a social organisation is positively related to its 
social performance 
Hypothesis 6.4:  Generating unattractive resources by a social 
organisation is positively related to its social 
performance 
Hypothesis 6.5:  Being ignored, disparaged, and criticised is 
positively related to social performance 
 
Hypothesis 7.1:  Creating systemic change by a social 
organisation is positively related to its 
economic performance 
Hypothesis 7.2:  Meeting unmet needs by a social organisation 
is positively related to its economic 
performance 
Hypothesis 7.3:  Offering alternative products and services by 
a social organisation is positively related to its 
economic performance 
Hypothesis 7.4:  Generating unattractive resources by a social 




Hypothesis 7.5:  Being ignored, disparaged, and criticised is 
positively related to economic performance 
Set 3 Hypotheses: Relationships between social and economic performance and social 
impact 
Hypothesis 8:  There is a positive relationship between 
social performance and social impact 
Hypothesis 9:  There is a positive relationship between 
economic performance and social impact 
4.11 Summary of Chapter 
This chapter presented the findings from the first step in the mixed methods research approach 
adopted in this study. This section provides a summary of the key findings arising from the 
qualitative dataset. Qualitative data were analysed using NVivo, and a three-stage coding 
process – initial, axial, and theoretical – was employed. This process generated themes and 
concepts, and subsequently relationships between those themes and concepts. These 
relationships were further developed into 17 main and sub-hypotheses that will be tested in the 
next chapter. 
The data led me to conceptualise the challenges faced by SOs with the acronym APS and 
showed these pose a stumbling block to the creation of social innovation. I then provided the 
key findings and linked these back to the challenges. 
Lastly, I provided a link between qualitative and quantitative methods by developing 17 
hypotheses from the key findings. A summary of the hypotheses and expected relationships is 
provided in Table 4.6. 
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Table 4.6: Summary of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 
number 
Explanatory variable Expected 
relationship 
H1 Innovativeness + 
H2 Proactiveness + 
H3 Risk-taking + 
H4 Top management support for innovation + 
H5 Stakeholder engagement + 
H6 5 Catalytic innovation features + 
H7 5 Catalytic innovation features + 
H8 Social performance + 
H9 Economic performance + 
 
Rich interview data informed the conceptual framework, presented in Figure 4.4, from which 






















This chapter builds upon the findings in the previous chapter. As mentioned in Chapters One 
and Three, this current chapter reports on the second part of the mixed methods research 
(MMR) approach I adopted in this study. This chapter presents the results an analysis of 71 
responses from a web-based survey instrument that was distributed to social organisations in 
23 countries. 
Also, in this chapter, I will provide an overview of key data description, reliability analysis 
prior to data analysis, and lastly hypothesis testing. 
As indicated in Chapter Three, this study adopts a sequential mixed methods research (MMR) 
approach that proceeded with qualitative interviews and a subsequent quantitative survey 
instrument. I used Qualtrics to send out the survey and collect responses. This chapter outlines 
the quantitative analysis of web-based survey data that was administered in the period 
September 2017 to June 2018. Table 5.1 provides an overview of the statistical analyses 
conducted. 
Table 5.1: Overview of Statistical Analyses 
Issue Statistical Analysis 
Constructs validation Exploratory factor analysis 
Constructs internal consistence Cronbach’s alpha analysis 
Hypothesis testing  3-stage multiple regression 
 
This overview of the statistical analyses conducted highlights that exploratory factor analysis 
and Cronbach’s alpha analysis were employed for construct validation and internal consistency 
before a three-stage multiple regression was employed for hypothesis testing. 
5.2 Survey Response 
Table 5.2 summarises the response rate of the web-based survey. A total of 1035 survey 
invitations with a link to the questionnaire were sent out via email and Qualtrics to social 
organisations. 105 survey responses were received, which corresponds to a response rate of 
10.14%. However, 34 of the responses received were insufficiently complete and therefore 
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were deemed not useful and subsequently discarded. Table 5.2 summarises the survey response 
rate. 
Table 5.2: Summary of Survey Response Rate 
 Number of Surveys Percentage 
Questionnaires sent out 1035 100% 
Questionnaires received 105 10.14% 
Useful questionnaires 71 6.86% 
 
5.3 Survey and Data Preparation 
While preparing survey questions and sourcing respondents for the survey, I considered how 
to minimise nonresponse bias and common method bias, because if not minimised, common 
method bias could potentially influence my research findings (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 
Podsakoff, 2003). Nonresponse and common method biases are common research problems 
associated with survey-based studies (Flynn, Pagell, & Fugate, 2018). The following 
subsections describe steps I took to minimise these biases. 
5.3.1 Nonresponse Bias 
Nonresponse bias is commonly associated with questionnaire-based data collection (Najafi-
Tavani, Najafi-Tavani, Naudé, Oghazi, & Zeynaloo, 2018). The nonresponse rate for this type 
of study is deemed hard to define due to the difficulty in ascertaining the sample frame (Couper, 
2000). To counteract some of the issues associated with nonresponse bias, while contacting all 
potential respondents I checked the characteristics of every organisation that I contacted via 
email. There were very few differences in the key characteristics of respondent and non-
respondent organisations; for example, many of the non-English speaking potential 
respondents did not return completed questionnaires. Key characteristics such as size and 
mission of organisation, which in this case are mainly small-to-medium and creating social 
impact through social innovation, tend to be similar across all the organisations sampled. 
5.3.2 Common Method Bias 
Common method bias results when predictor and criterion data are collected from a single 
respondent, which is a source of systematic data measurement error (Podsakoff et al., 2003) 
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that may influence construct validity and reliability (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). Common 
method bias may be reduced by care and rigour in survey design (Montabon, Daugherty, & 
Chen, 2018; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Studies have recommended survey design strategies over 
statistical strategies when attempting to minimise common method bias (e.g. Conway & Lance, 
2010; Rindfleisch, Malter, Ganesan, & Moorman, 2008). Thus, I adopted survey design 
strategy over statistical strategy to minimise common method bias. 
The most preferred method to decrease common method bias is using multi-respondents, i.e., 
different respondents for predictor and criterion variables (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, 
when sampling small organisations, like those sampled in this study, the counterbalancing 
order method might be used (Rindfleisch et al., 2008; Westaby & Braithwaite, 2003). I 
randomly set the questionnaire items, i.e., I did not classify question items according to their 
associated variables (Najafi-Tavani et al., 2018). Instead, I mixed up questions associated with 
different variables to counterbalance the question order. I avoided the disadvantages of 
counterbalancing order, that is disrupting the logical flow of the questionnaire (Podsakoff et 
al., 2003), by carefully drafting the questionnaire to achieve easy reading and logical flow of 
the questions (Peterson, 2000). 
Additionally, I reinforced respondents’ anonymity, assured respondents that there are no wrong 
or right answers, and urged them to respond to questions honestly. Furthermore, to reduce 
ambiguity that may lead to common method bias, I adopted most of the questionnaire items 
from previously published scales, as suggested by Tourangeau, Rips, and Rasinski (2000). 
Lastly, I conducted pilot testing of the questionnaire with a set of interview respondents whose 
responses were not included in the final quantitative data analysis. Instead, I used their 
responses and feedback to check for ambiguity and fit of the questionnaire. 
5.4 Descriptive Statistics of Respondents 
As mentioned in the introduction section, 71 top executives of social organisations from 23 
countries participated in this study. In order for easy classification and identification of the 
countries, I adopted country and income codes from the World Bank classification scheme. 
Also, I regrouped the countries into two income categories, that is, high-income and non-high-
income groups. Countries that were originally classified as high-income by the World Bank 
remained as high-income while all other were reclassified as non-high-income. This was done 
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to create dummy control variables used in the multiple regression stages. Table 5.3 highlights 
the income groups of respondents’ countries as presented by the World Bank. 
Table 5.3: Respondents Country Distribution and Income Group Classification 
 Country Code Income Group Final Income Group 
1 Australia AUS High income High income 
2 Austria AUT High income High income 
3 Belgium BEL High income High income 
4 Bulgaria BGR Upper middle 
income 
Non-high income 
5 Canada CAN High income High income 
6 France FRA High income High income 
7 Germany DEU High income High income 
8 Hungary HUN High income High income 
9 India IND Lower middle 
income 
Non-high income 
10 Ireland IRL High income High income 
11 Italy ITA High income High income 
12 Kenya KEN Lower middle 
income 
Non-high income 
13 New Zealand NZL High income High income 
14 Nigeria NGA Lower middle 
income 
Non-high income 
15 Pakistan PAK Lower middle 
income 
Non-high income 
16 Somalia SOM Lower income Non-high income 
17 South Africa ZAF Upper middle 
income 
Non-high income 
18 Spain ESP High income High income 
19 Sweden SWE High income High income 
20 United Arab Emirates ARE High income High income 
21 United Kingdom GBR High income High income 
22 United States of 
America 
USA High income High income 
23 Wales7 GBR High income High income 
                                                 
7 In the World Bank documents, Wales is categorised as a part of United Kingdom, hence both countries have 
the same code.   
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Table 5.4 describes the business structures of the 71 respondents, and also how they identify 
as social enterprise (SE) or not (NSE). There are 53 organisations that identified as SE whilst 
18 are NSE. More than half (55%) of the respondents are private enterprise or charitable trust 
SEs, whereas 19.7% of the respondents are private enterprise, charitable trust, or other NSEs. 









Family business 4 2 (2.8%) 2 (2.8%) 5.6 
Community-based 6 4 (5.6%) 2 (2.8%) 8.5 
Private enterprise 24 20 (28.2%) 4 (5.6%) 33.8 
Charitable trust 22 19 (26.8%) 3 (4.2%) 31.0 
Other 15 8 (11.3%) 7 (9.9%) 21.1 
Total 71 74.6% 25.4% 100.0 
 
Table 5.5: Distribution of Organisation Age and Country Income Group 
 
In terms of distribution across income group, the respondents are fairly evenly represented. 
There are 40 respondents from high income countries and 31 respondents from non-high 









1-5 years 19 9 (12.7%) 10 
(14.1%) 
26.8 
6-10 years  26 15 (21.1%) 11 
(15.5%) 
36.6 
11-15 years  11 7 (9.9%) 4 (5.6%) 15.5 
16-20 years  5 4 (5.6%) 1 (1.4%) 7.0 
Above 20 years  10 5 (7.0%) 5 (7.0%) 14.1 





income countries. Table 5.5 shows that, based on the respondent organisations’ age, the rate of 
establishing SOs sampled in this study has been increasing over the past two decades.  
In particular, more SOs have been established in the past 10 years than in the preceding decade; 
the number of SOs almost tripled in the more recent period. This could mean that there have 
been increasing needs to establish more SOs over the past two decades, or that more 
entrepreneurs are becoming aware of the potential of running an SO to simultaneously create 
both social and economic impacts. The increase in the number of new SOs may also be 
attributed to the increase in negative indicators globally, e.g. homelessness, poverty, youth 
illiteracy, and so on. 
About three quarters of the respondents are CEOs/Founders, consistent with the targets of the 
survey. Table 5.6 shows that the survey attracted its targets, i.e. CEOs and founders of SOs. 
Other top executives (e.g. directors, top managers) make up the remaining one quarter of the 
respondents. 
Table 5.6 also shows that there are more female CEO/founder respondents than male. In fact, 
only the director position has more male than female respondents. 
Table 5.6: Distribution of Respondents Across Gender and Position 
Participant Position Frequency Male Female Percentage 
(%) 
Founder 22 8 (11.3%) 14 (19.7%) 31.0 
CEO 31 12 (16.9%) 19 (26.8%) 43.7 
Director 6 4 (5.6%) 2 (2.8%) 8.5 
Top manager 5 2 (2.8%) 3 (4.2%) 7.0 
Other 7 2 (2.8%) 5 (7.0%) 9.9 
Total  71 28 (39.4%) 43 (60.6%) 100 
 
Table 5.7 shows that 12 SOs identified with operating in technology-related industries, while 
59 others did not. This does not mean that they do not utilise some kind of technologies to 
create social innovation. The 12 SOs create technology-based social innovations to create 
impact, while 59 other SOs create non-technology based social innovations. 
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Table 5.7: Distribution of Respondents by Industry 
Industry Frequency Percentage 
High-Tech-industry 12 16.9 
Non-Tech Industry 59 82.1 
Total 71 100 
 
Table 5.8 highlights the last education qualification achieved by the respondents. It shows that 
the majority (64.8%) of respondents have achieved postgraduate degree qualification while 
23.9% of the respondents achieved a bachelor’s degree. This further shows that the top 
management team of the SO surveyed are educated. 
Table 5.8: Distribution of Respondents by Education Attainment 
Education Frequency Percentage 
High school  4 5.6 
Certificate/Diploma 3 4.2 
Bachelor’s degree 17 23.9 
Postgraduate degree 46 64.8 
No formal education 1 1.4 
Total 71 100.0 
 
5.5 Validity and Reliability Analyses 
This section gives an overview of the validity and reliability analyses conducted prior to 
statistical analysis. The main procedures used to analyse validity and reliability are exploratory 
factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha, respectively. 
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used in this study to distinguish between shared and 
unique variance to reveal the underlying factor structure (Costello & Osborne, 2005). EFA was 
used to gain understanding of variable structures and to reduce the variable structures to a 
manageable size while retaining a significant part of the original information (Field, 2013).  
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A summary of the EFA analyses is provided in Table 5.9 while a comprehensive report of the 
analyses is provided in Appendix 8. 
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Table 5.9: Summary of Validity and Reliability 




Has come up with innovative changes in products, 
services, or processes in the past three years. 
71.14 0.59 
Places strong emphasis on innovating tried and true 
products, services or processes with social impact. 
Proactiveness 
Is very often the first to introduce new products, 
services, or processes. 
74.41 0.66 
Typically initiates innovations to which other 
organisations then respond. 
Risk-taking 
Adopts a bold, aggressive posture in order to 
maximise the probability of exploiting potential 
opportunities (when confronted with decision-making 
situations involving uncertainty). 
64.76 0.71 Believe that, owing to the nature of the environment, 
bold, wide-ranging actions are necessary to achieve its 
objectives. 
Incurs financial risks to create social impact. 
Management support 
Getting tasks done even if this means disregarding 
formal procedures. 
61.47 0.80 
Loose, informal control, with heavy dependency on 
informal relationships and the norm of cooperation, 
for getting work done. 
Letting the requirements of the situation and the 




Construct Item Cumulative variance explained (%) 
Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Encourages employees to bend protocols to 




An approach to innovation that allows it to serve 
potentially large groups of people. 
70.65 0.60 
Is able to improve its offerings by expanding to more 
communities. 
Catalytic Innovation: 
Creating systemic change 
(CSC2) 
Meet the needs of individuals or groups who have 
traditionally been underserved by alternative services 
or organisations. 75.90 0.67 
Serves people whose access to service is otherwise 
limited. 
Catalytic Innovation: 
Meeting needs (CMN) 
Meet its clients’ needs in ways more traditional 
providers do not. 
52.41 0.51 Simpler, and therefore able to provide more effective solutions than others that were traditionally available. 
Its clients were not served at all by mainstream 
products/services/processes. 
Catalytic Innovation: 
Simpler product (CSP) 
Less complex than existing alternatives. 
69.44 0.78 Perceived as more convenient to new clients. 
Perceived by new clients as less costly than existing 
alternatives. 
Catalytic Innovation: 
Intellectual capital and 
resources (CIR) 
Donations and funding based on its business model. 
63.36 0.80 Grants for its business. 
Volunteers to its activities that create social impact. 
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Construct Item Cumulative variance explained (%) 
Cronbach’s 
alpha 
More knowledge or intellectual capital (e.g. mentors) 
due to our business model (compared with 
mainstream organisations). 
Catalytic Innovation: 
Ignored and disparaged 
It initially faced high criticism because of its business 
strategies and services. 
64.82 0.73 Gain public acceptance after initial criticism. 
Criticised or overlooked (at early stages of operation) 
before being accepted because of the impacts they 
created. 
Stakeholder engagement 
Developing new products, services, and or processes 
to satisfy stakeholders’ preference for creating social 
impact. 
52.38 0.76 
The identification, prioritisation, and mapping of key 
stakeholders for input into its business strategy. 
Acknowledges that stakeholders play a critical role in 
how it creates social impact. 
Views the community and/or beneficiaries of its 
products, services, or processes as important 
stakeholders. 
Engages with all its stakeholders. 
Vision and mission 
(VAM) 
Motivates its business activities. 
54.70 0.78 
It has a well-expressed concept of what it stands for 
and where it is going as an organisation. 
Has employees that are committed to its goals. 
Finds that innovative ideas come from trying to 
achieve its mission. 
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Construct Item Cumulative variance explained (%) 
Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Helps to focus its decisions as to which innovative 
projects should be pursued. 
Social impact8 Has creating social impact as its main objective. 100.00  
 
 
                                                 
8 One question item is used to measure this construct due to low Cronbach’s alpha value. Also, because of the one question item, there is no value for Cronbach’s alpha.  
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5.6 Descriptive Statistics for Variables Used in Multiple Regression 
Descriptive statistics for variables used in the three stages of multiple regression are provided 
in Table 5.10, which highlights the multiple regression variables as they emerged after 
conducting exploratory factor analysis. 
Table 5.10: Descriptive Statistics for variable 
Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 
Innovativeness 71 6.01 0.90 
Proactiveness 71 5.22 1.29 
Risk-taking 71 5.17 1.32 
Management Support 71 4.69 1.35 
Stakeholder Engagement 71 5.63 0.87  
CI –Scaling-up 71 5.89 1.02 
CI–Systemic change 71 6.13 1.00 
CI–Meeting needs 71 5.54 0.94 
CI–Simpler products 71 5.13 1.32 
CI–Resources 71 5.23 1.52 
CI–Ignored-disparaged 71 4.65 1.24 
High Income Home Nation 71 0.56 0.50 
For-Profit Organisation 71 0.18 0.39 
Organisation Size 71 3.64 1.56 
Econ-Performance 71 4.77 1.48 
Soc-Performance 71 5.03 1.26 
Social Impact 71 6.31 1.06 
 
Prior to conducting multiple regression and testing hypotheses, I computed a correlation 
regression to assess potential multicollinearity using VIF. Table 5.11 highlights the correlation 




Table 5.11: Variable Correlation Matrix and Descriptive  
(Left portion) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
  
No Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 Innovativeness 6.01 0.90 1      
2  Proactiveness 5.22 1.30 0.55** 1     
3 Risk-taking 5.17 1.32 0.44** 0.23 1     
4 Management 
support 
4.69 1.35 0.09 .073 0.29* 1    
5 Stakeholder 
engagement 
5.63 0.87 0.38** 0.12 0.47** 0.15 1  
6 CI–Scaling-up 5.89 1.02 0.60** 0.32** 0.53** 0.07 0.52** 1 
7 CI–Systemic 
change 
6.13 1.00 0.28* 0.16 0.29* 0.24* 0.35** 0.28* 
8 CI–Meeting 
needs 
5.54 0.94 0.30* 0.12 0.35** 0.15 0.30* 0.47** 
9 CI–Simpler 
products 
5.13 1.32 0.29* 0.01 0.42** 0.05 0.34** 0.49** 
10 CI–Resources 5.23 1.52 0.32** 0.22 0.13 0.05 0.34** 0.32** 
11 CI–Ignored-
disparaged 
4.65 1.24 0.04 0.18 0.33** 0.41** -0.01 0.13 
12 High income 
home nation 
0.56 0.50 -0.17 0.02 -0.27* 0.20 -0.05 -0.22 
13 For-profit 
organisation 
0.18 0.40 0.03 0.06 0.13 -0.20 -0.18 -0.04 
14 Organisation 
size 
3.64 1.56 0.33** 0.24* 0.04 -0.13 0.04 0.16 
15 Econ.-
performance 
4.77 1.45 0.39** 0.28* 0.29* 0.10 0.24* 0.20 
16 Soc.-
performance 
5.03 1.26 0.43** 0.10 0.26* 0.13 0.36** 0.30* 




* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
  
No 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1            
2             
3            
4            
5            
6            
7 1           
8 0.43** 1          
9 0.36** 0.67** 1         
10 0.28* 0.02 -0.02 1        
11 0.15 -0.05 -0.06 0.16 1       
12 -0.06 -0.11 -0.31** 0.06 0.04 1      
13 -0.26* 0.02 0.08 -0.44** -0.17 -0.32** 1     
14 0.06 -0.06 -0.05 0.25* -0.11 -0.14 0.17 1     
15 0.11 0.24* 0.27* -0.03 -0.06 -0.34** 0.30* 0.20 1   
16 0.15 0.25* 0.34** 0.15 -0.12 -0.37** 0.11 0.31** 0.55** 1  
17 0.51** 0.16 0.21 0.27* 0.15 0.10 -0.48** -0.08 -0.13 0.13 1 
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5.7 Hypothesis Testing 
As indicated in the preceding chapter, a three-stage multiple regression is used to test all of the 
hypotheses. Multiple regression was considered and employed in three stages to test the 
relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables (Field, 2013). 
Stage 1 multiple regression tests hypotheses 1-5, while 2 multiple regression tests hypotheses 
6-7, and lastly Stage 3 multiple regression tests hypotheses 8-9, noting that there are sub-
hypotheses for hypotheses 6 and 7. The catalytic innovation construct in hypotheses 1-5 has 
five features (see Section 5.7.1), each of which is tested and presented in the next section. 
There are three control variables used in all three stages of multiple regression. First is the 
home (headquarter) nation income status as categorised by the World Bank, second is the type 
of organisation (that is, for-profit), and third the size of organisation. Due to the multi-country 
and region nature of the data, it was difficult to categorise organisations based on size. 
Therefore, I converted the data on organisation size to the corresponding logarithm to represent 
organisation size, to reduce the influence of a skewed organisation size distribution on the 
analyses and thus the results. 
To check for multicollinearity, the variance inflation factors (VIFs) score was checked and 
recorded. All but three VIFs for all of the regression models in this study are less than 3, which 
is less than the value for serious concern (Field, 2013; O’Brien, 2007). This suggests that 
multicollinearity is not an issue in this study. However, there was one score with a high VIF, 
which was identified and the regression that produced the high VIF was re-done using actual 
variable values (see Appendix 9). 
5.7.1 Testing Hypotheses 1-5 
Hypotheses 1-5 predict relationships between independent variables (i.e., innovativeness, risk-
taking, management support, and stakeholder engagement) and the dependent variable catalytic 
innovation, when using control variables for home nation income status, type of organisation, 
and organisation size. 
As stated in Chapter Three, six factors of the first dependent variable (DV1, i.e. catalytic 
innovation) emerged from factor and reliability analyses. These six factors (CI-Scaling-up, CI-
Systemic change, CI-Meeting needs, CI-Simpler products, CI-Resources, and CI-Ignored-
disparaged) represent the six models of the Stage 1 multiple regression. 
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Table 5.12: Results of Regression Analysis (Stage 1) 
Model 1 2 3 4 5 6 



































































































N 70 70 70 70 70 70 
R2 .514 .247 .184 .293 .393 .314 
Model significance .000 .018 .106 .004 .000 .002 
F-value 8.207 2.541 1.742 3.204 5.026 3.542 
Max VIF 1.949 1.949 1.949 1.949 1.949 1.949 
*ρ <0.10, **ρ < 0.05, ***p < 0.01 ****p < 0.001. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 
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Table 5.12 shows the results of Stage 1 multiple regression analysis. There are six models 
representing the six factors of catalytic innovation. The R2 values indicate that 18.4% to 51.4% 
of total variation in the aspect of catalytic innovation is explained by the models. The maximum 
VIF of 1.949, constant for all models, is well below the standard 3 point value, indicating that 
multicollinearity does not affect any of the models. 
Hypothesis 1 predicts a positive relationship between innovativeness and catalytic innovation. 
Model 1 shows that innovativeness is positively related to catalytic innovation-creating 
systemic change (β = 0.435, ρ<0.01). This indicates a strong relationship between 
innovativeness and catalytic innovation. Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported. 
Hypothesis 2 predicts a positive relationship between proactiveness and catalytic innovation. 
No coefficients in the models are significant, indicating no relationship. As such, Hypothesis 
2 is not supported. 
Hypothesis 3 predicts a positive relationship between risk-taking and catalytic innovation. 
Models 1, 4, and 6 have significant risk-taking coefficients, indicating positive relationships to 
catalytic innovation (β = 0.195, ρ < 0.05), (β = 0.250, ρ < 0.10), and (β = 0.371, ρ < 0.01), 
respectively. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 is supported. 
Hypothesis 4 predicts a positive relationship between management support and catalytic 
innovation. Model 6, with a significant coefficient (β = 0.258, ρ < 0.05), indicates that 
management support is positively related to catalytic innovation. Thus, Hypothesis 4 is 
supported. 
Hypothesis 5 predicts a positive relationship between stakeholder engagement and catalytic 
innovation. Models 1 and 6, with coefficients (β = 0.287, ρ < 0.05) and (β = -0.347, ρ < 0.10), 
respectively, indicate that stakeholder engagement is positively related to CI-Scaling-up and 
negatively related CI-Ignored-disparaged. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is supported. 
There are no significant coefficients for the control variable High-income-home-nation 
(dummy) in any of the models. The coefficients for For-profit organisation (dummy) are 
negatively significant in Models 2, 5, and 6 [(β = -0.689, ρ < 0.05), (β = -1.857, ρ < 0.001), and 
(β = -0.696, ρ <0.10), respectively]. Lastly, the coefficient for organisation size is positively 
significant in Model 5 (β = 0.244, ρ <0.05). 
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5.7.2 Testing Hypotheses 6 and 7 
Hypotheses 6 and 7 are tested in Stage 2. Hypotheses 6 and 7 predict positive relationships 
between the new independent variables (i.e., six factors of catalytic innovation) and two 
dependent variables (social performance and economic performance), whilst control variables 
remained unchanged from Stage 1. Unstandardised predicted values of catalytic innovations 
factors from Stage 1 are used as the values for Stage 2 independent variables. 
Tables 5.13 and 5.14 present the results of regression estimates of social performance and 
economic performance, respectively. 
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Table 5.13: Results of Regression Analysis (Stage 2: Social Performance) 
Model 7 8 9 10 11 12 









      4.534**** 
(1.148) 
C1–Scaling-up pred. .620*** (.192)      
CI–Systemic change pred.  1.204*** (.333)     
CI–Meeting needs pred.   1.214**** (.329)    
CI–Simpler products pred.    .746*** (.224)   
CI–Resources pred.     .800***  (.283)  
CI–Ignored-disparaged pred.      
.043 
(.213) 

































N 70 70 70 70 70 70 
R2 .314 .337 .341 .320 .292 .206 
Model significance .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .004 
F-value 7.548 8.393 8.541 7.752 6.794 4.282 
Max VIF 1.258 1.861 1.205 1.693 4.258 1.229 
*ρ <0.10, **ρ < 0.05, ***p < 0.01, **** p < 0.001. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 
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Table 5.13 shows the results of the Stage 2 (Social Performance) analysis. As in Stage 1, there 
are six models, representing the six factors of catalytic innovation (as independent variables). 
The R2 values range from 0.206 to 0.341, indicating that 20.6% to 34.1% of the variation in 
social performance of sampled social organisation is explained by the models. The maximum 
VIF of 1.861 (excluding Model 11) is below the standard 3 point value, which indicates that 
multicollinearity does not affect these five models. However, the maximum VIF for Model 11 
is 4.258, suggesting that there is potential multicollinearity in Model 11. All models in this 
table are significant. 
Hypothesis 6 is further sub-divided into six sub-hypotheses (H6.1 – H6.6), which predict a 
positive relationship between each of the factors of catalytic innovation and the social 
performance of the social organisation. In Table 5.13, Models 7-11 coefficients (β = 0.620, ρ 
< 0.01; β = 1.204, ρ < 0.01; β = 1.214, ρ < 0.001; β = 0.746, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.800, ρ < 0.01, 
respectively) indicate significant positive relationships between the factors of catalytic 
innovation and the social performance of the social organisation. Therefore, Hypotheses 6.1 
to 6.5 are supported. Model 12 does not indicate a significant relationship, so Hypothesis 6.6 
is not supported. 
Similarly, the coefficients for control variables high-income-home-nation (dummy), for-profit 
(dummy), and organisation size are statistically significant. Models 7, 8, 9, 11, and 12 indicate 
that coefficients for high-income-home-nation are negatively significant (β = -0.562, ρ < 0.1, 
β = -0.508, ρ < 0.1, β = -0.600, ρ < 0.05, β = -0.736, ρ < 0.05, β = -0.865, ρ < 0.01, respectively). 
Those for For-profit organisations are positively significant in two models – Model 8: (β = 
0.868, ρ < 0.10) and Model 11: (β = 1.457, ρ < 0.05). All but one model (Model 11) indicate 
that organisation size coefficients are also positively significant – Models 7-10: [(β = 0.157, ρ 
< 0.10), (β = 0.146, ρ < 0.10), (β = 0.278, ρ < 0.01), (β = 0.279, ρ < 0.01,) respectively], and 
Model 12 (β = 0.222, ρ < 0.05). 
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Table 5.14: Results of Regression Analysis (Stage 2: Economic Performance) 
Model 13 14 15 16 17 18 











C1–Scaling-up pred. .715*** (.232)      
CI–Systemic change pred.  1.401*** (.402)     
CI–Meeting needs pred.   1.309*** (.404)    
CI–Simpler products pred.    .651** (.280)   
CI–Resources pred.     1.035*** (.336)  
CI–Ignored-disparaged pred.      
.319 
(.253) 

































N 70 70 70 70 70 70 
R2 .273 .298 .283 .232 .273 .188 
Model significance .000 000 .000 .001 .000 .007 
F-value 6.201 7.003 6.515 4.980 6.199 3.832 
Max VIF 1.258 1.861 1.205 1.693 4.258 1.229 
*ρ <0.10, **ρ < 0.05, ***p < 0.01, **** p < 0.001. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 
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Table 5.14 displays the results of Stage 2 analysis (economic performance). Again, there are 
six models of regression with each relating to the six factors of catalytic innovation (as 
independent variables). The R2 values range from 0.188 to 0.298, indicating that 18.8% to 
29.9% of the variation in economic performance of the sampled social organisations is 
explained by these models. The maximum VIF of 1.861 (excluding Model 17) is below the 
standard 3 point value, which indicates that multicollinearity does not affect five of the models. 
However, the maximum VIF for Model 17 is 4.258, indicating the presence of potential 
multicollinearity in Model 17. 
Hypothesis 7 is further sub-divided into six sub-hypotheses (H7.1 – H7.6), which predict a 
positive relationship between each of the factors of catalytic innovation and economic 
performance of social organisations. Models 13-17 with coefficients (β = 0.715, ρ < 0.01; β = 
1.401, ρ < 0.01; β = 1.309, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.651, ρ < 0.05; β = 1.035, ρ < 0.01, respectively) 
indicate significant positive relationships between the factors of catalytic innovation and the 
economic performance of the social organisation. Therefore, Hypotheses 7.1 to 7.5 are 
supported. However, Model 18 does not indicate a significant relationship, hence Hypothesis 
7.6 is not supported. 
Table 5.14 also presents statistical evidence to indicate that there are significant relationships 
between control variables and the social performance of social organisations. High-income-
home-nation coefficients are negatively significant in Models 17 and 18 – (β = -0.600, ρ < 
0.10) and (β = -0.753, ρ < 0.05), respectively. For-profit coefficients are positively significant 
in all of the models (β = 1.005, ρ < 0.05; β = 1.908, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.741, ρ < 0.10; β = 0.748, ρ 
< 0.10; β = 2.799, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.906, ρ < 0.10, respectively). To the contrary, organisation 
size coefficients are significant only in Model 15 (β = 0.181, ρ < 0.10). 
5.7.3 Testing Hypotheses 8 and 9 
Hypotheses 8 and 9 are tested in Stage 3. They predict positive relationships between two 
independent variables (social performance and economic performance) and the dependent 
variable social impact. Unstandardised predicted values of social performance and economic 
performance in Stage 2 are used as the values for Stage 3 independent variables. 
Tables 5.15 and 5.16 show the results of regression estimates of social impact related to social 
performance and economic performance, respectively. 
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Table 5.15: Results of Regression Analysis (Stage 3: Social Performance – Social Impact) 
Model 19 20 21 22 23 24 











CI-Scaling-up pred.   .684** 
(.262)      
CI-Systemic change pred.     .687*** (.235)     
CI-Meeting needs pred.      .693*** (.231)    
CI-Simpler products pred.      .754*** (.251)   
CI-Resources pred.     .561* (.301)  
CI-Ignored-disparaged 







































N 70 70 70 70 70 70 
R2 .309 .325 .329 .329 .276 .272 
Model significance .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
F-value 7.385 7.953 8.104 8.096 6.284 6.162 
Max VIF 2.898 2.562 2.517 2.802 3.387 424.091 
*ρ <0.10, **ρ < 0.05, ***p < 0.01, ****p < 0.001. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 
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Table 5.15 shows the results of Stage 3. There are six regression models (19-24). The R2 values 
range from 0.272 to 0.329 indicating that 27.2% to 32.9% of the variation in social impact is 
explained by the models. Models 19-22 have a maximum VIF of 2.802, which is below the 
standard 3 point value, indicating that multicollinearity does not affect these four models. 
However, Model 23 has VIF of 3.387, showing that this model may be affected by 
multicollinearity. Strangely, Model 24 has a very high VIF of 424.091, which is addressed 
below. All of the models are significant. 
Hypothesis 8 predicts a positive relationship between social performance and social impact. 
Models 19 to 24 (β = 0.684, ρ < 0.05; β = 0.687, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.693, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.754, ρ < 
0.01; β = 0.561, ρ < 0.10; and β = 7.072, ρ < 0.10, respectively) indicate a positive relationship 
between social performance and social impact. This indicates a strong relationship between 
social organisations’ social performance and their social impact. Thus Hypothesis 8 is 
supported. 
Coefficients of control variable high-income-home-nation are significant only in Model 24 (β 
= 5.997, ρ < 0.10), while those for for-profit are negatively significant in Models 19-23 (β = -
1.279, ρ < 0.001; β = -1.279, ρ < 0.001; β = -1.278, ρ < 0.001; β = -1.270, ρ < 0.001; and β = -
1.296, ρ < 0.001, respectively). Similarly, coefficients of organisation size are negatively 
significant in Models 19-22 and 24 (β = -0.154, ρ < 0.10; β = -0.155, ρ < 0.10; β = -0.156, ρ < 
0.10; β = -0.169, ρ < 0.10; and β = -1.552, ρ < 0.10, respectively). 
Further multiple regression models were generated to investigate the very high VIF in Model 
24, using the actual values (instead of the predicted values) of catalytic innovation. The models 
are presented in Appendix 9. In the new multiple regression models, the maximum VIF is 
1.502, indicating a positive relationship between social performance and social impact, and the 
for-profit variable is negatively significant. 
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Table 5.16: Results of Regression Analysis (Stage 3: Economic Performance – Social Impact) 
Model 25 26 27 28 29 30 











CI-Scaling-up pred. .594** 
(.227)      
CI-Systemic change 
pred. 
 .590*** (.202)     
CI-Meeting needs pred.   .642*** (.214)    
CI-Simpler products 
pred.    
.864*** 
(.288)   
CI-Resources pred.     .434* (.233)  
CI-Ignored-disparaged 







































N 70 70 70 70 70 70 
R2 .309 .325 .329 .329 .276 .272 
Model significance .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
F-value 7.385 7.953 8.104 8.096 6.284 6.162 
Max VIF 2.620 2.308 2.479 3.682 2.620 9.613 
*ρ <0.10, **ρ < 0.05, ***p < 0.01, ****p < 0.001. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 
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Table 5.16 represents the result of Stage 3 regression that tested Hypothesis 9. Again, there are 
six models (Models 25-30) in this table. The models’ R2 values range from 0.272 to 0.329, 
indicating that 27.2% to 32.9% of the variation in social impact is explained by these models. 
Four models have a maximum VIF below the standard 3 point value, indicating that 
multicollinearity does not affect these models. However, Models 28 and 30 have maximum 
VIF values of 3.682 and 9.613 respectively, indicating that these two models may be affected 
by multicollinearity. 
Hypothesis 9 predicts a positive relationship between social performance and social impact. 
Models 25 to 30 (β = 0.594, ρ < 0.05; β = 0.590, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.642, ρ < 0.01; β = 0.864, ρ < 
0.01; β = 0.434, ρ < 0.10; and β = 0.948, ρ < 0.10, respectively) indicate there is a strong 
positive relationship between social organisations’ economic performance and their social 
impact. Thus, Hypothesis 9 is supported. 
Coefficients of the control variable for-profit are negatively significant in all of the models (β 
= -1.812, ρ < 0.001; β = -1.809, ρ < 0.001; β = -1.848, ρ < 0.001; β = -2.011, ρ < 0.001; and β 
= -1.694, ρ < 0.001, and β = -2.073, ρ < 0.001, respectively). However, high-income-home-
nation and organisation size coefficients are not significant. 
5.8 Summary of Chapter 
This section highlights the results for the nineteen hypothesised relationships tested in this 
chapter (Table 5.17). The results showed that six main hypotheses were supported, while three 
main hypotheses were not supported. 
161 
 
Table 5.17: Summary of Hypothesis Testing 
No Main Hypotheses Test Result 
1 Social organisation’s innovativeness is related to catalytic innovation Supported 
2 Social organisation’s risk-taking is related to catalytic innovation Supported 
3 Social organisation’s proactiveness is related to catalytic innovation Not supported 
4 Social organisation’s top management support is related to catalytic innovation Supported 
5 Social organisation’s engagement with stakeholders is related to catalytic innovation Supported 
6 Catalytic innovation is related to economic performance Supported
9 
7 Catalytic innovation is related to social performance Supported
10 
8 Social performance is related to social impact Supported 
9 Economic performance is related to social impact Supported 
 
There are some interesting outcomes among the quantitative results in this chapter and the 
qualitative results in the previous chapter. These findings will be synthesised and their potential 
implications discussed in-depth in the following chapter. 
  
                                                 
9 Not all sub-hypotheses are supported 























This chapter synthesises and discusses the findings from Chapters Four and Five. This chapter 
integrates the two preceding chapters by first discussing the qualitative findings from Chapter 
Four and then juxtaposing these with the quantitative findings from Chapter Five, with the 
intention of providing answers to and discussing the research questions. The chapter begins by 
presenting an overview of the findings of the two preceding chapters in the form of 
relationships between concepts. These relationships, presented in Table 6.1, represent the 
findings of this study and are discussed in the following five (6.2 to 6.6) sections. 
The findings of this study advance our knowledge on the effect of catalytic innovation as a 
strategy for creating social impact. The two preceding chapters examined the adoption and 
relationship. This study looks at strategy for performance of social organisations in view of 
creating social impact. To examine this, the study adopted an exploratory sequential MMR 
approach that includes, first, a grounded theory approach to conduct in-depth exploratory 
interviews with the purpose of establishing relationships between management logics and 
creating social impact, and subsequently a multi-stage multiple regression to examine these 
relationships. The exploratory in-depth interview results revealed three main types of 
challenges (i.e., access, perception, and support). The results also revealed a set of relationships 
among the concepts that emerged from coding. These relationships formed the basis of the 
conceptual framework that was subsequently hypothesised and examined in a three-stage 
multiple regression model. 
The discussions in this chapter underscore the choice and appropriateness of an MMR approach 
to provide answers to the research questions in this study. The findings from the analysis of 
rich qualitative data are complemented by findings from the quantitative analysis. The MMR 
approach supports the integration of these findings to yield robust discussions beyond what 
either finding type could engender alone. The discussions explain the relationships between 
antecedents and outcomes of concepts that emerged and were tested in this study. 
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Table 6.1: Five Relationships of Findings 




Catalytic innovation New contribution to social entrepreneurship, social innovation, and 





Catalytic innovation New contribution to social entrepreneurship and social innovation literatures 
R3 Stakeholder engagement Catalytic innovation 
New contribution to social entrepreneurship and social innovation 
literatures 
R4 Catalytic innovation 
Social performance 
Economic performance 
Advances the emerging catalytic innovation literature 
R5 
 Social performance 
Economic 
performance 




Table 6.1 provides a representation of the findings of this study. It highlights the findings of 
the three-stage multiple regressions in Chapter Five juxtaposed with the qualitative findings 
from Chapter Four, affirming the relationships between the antecedents and outcomes of 
catalytic innovation. The first set of relationships (R1) establishes the relationships among 
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and three forms of social organisation behaviour (innovative, 
proactive, and risk-taking). The second relationship (R2) concerns how top management 
support in an SO links to adoption of a catalytic innovation strategy. The third relationship (R3) 
links stakeholder engagement by an SO with use of a catalytic innovation strategy. Relationship 
R4 divides the connection between catalytic innovation and performance (social and economic) 
into five major facets. The fifth relationship (R5) establishes the link between both social and 
economic performance and social impact. The following sections discuss these relationships 
by highlighting evidence and statistical support for these findings. 
6.2 Relationship 1: Entrepreneurial Orientation and Catalytic Innovation 
The primary purpose of this section is to discuss the research question regarding “Do social 
organisations adopt an entrepreneurial orientation approach to social impact creation?” This 
section shows that SOs do adopt an entrepreneurial orientation approach, whilst subsequent 
sub-sections discuss how SOs adapt the entrepreneurial orientation approach to promote social 
impact creation. The findings of this study suggest that SOs exhibit unique entrepreneurial 
behaviours, and at the same time some entrepreneurial behaviours similar to their commercial 
counterparts (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-Skillern, 2006; Meyskens et al., 2010; Saebi, Foss, & 
Linder, 2019) in the process of creating SI through a CI strategy. Supporting previous studies, 
the finding here provides evidence that SOs exhibit the three dimensions of entrepreneurial 
orientation – innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking (Covin & Slevin, 1989; Miller & 
Friesen, 1982) – similar to how this occurs in commercial organisations, especially small and 
medium organisations (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005). Findings from both qualitative and 
quantitative analyses in this study have similar and distinct implications – similar implications 
on findings related to innovativeness and risk-taking, but divergent implications on findings 
related to proactiveness. Nevertheless, these implications, discussed in Sections 6.2.1 to 6.2.3, 
when integrated, confirm that SOs are enterprising organisations (Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 
2018). The findings provide empirical evidence that shows that SOs are innovative, proactive, 
and risk-taking organisations (Covin, Green, & Slevin, 2006). R1 conclusions are three-fold, 
that is innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking are related to CI. The subsequent 
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subsections draw on support from qualitative and quantitative analyses and the 
entrepreneurship literature to discuss R1 – entrepreneurial orientation in SOs. 
6.2.1 Innovative Behaviour in Social Organisations 
This section discusses the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation (specifically, 
innovativeness) and catalytic innovation in social organisations. It provides an answer to the 
overarching research question, “Do social organisations adopt an entrepreneurial orientation 
approach to social impact creation?” The findings from the interview analysis suggest that SOs 
exhibit entrepreneurial behaviours to create social innovations. Among the three dimensions of 
entrepreneurial orientation adopted in this study, innovativeness is the most exhibited by the 
SOs that participated in this study, based on the numbers of codes generated on the construct. 
All participating SOs in this study exhibited a high level of innovativeness. This may be 
attributed to the fact that most SOs adopt the effectuation process (Corner & Ho, 2010) when 
spotting potential opportunities for social innovation. By virtue of being disruptive innovators 
(Christensen et al., 2006), SOs use an effectuation approach through innovative and holistic 
consideration of social issues they intend to address. This innovative behaviour is exhibited by 
SOs regardless of the organisation type, e.g. not-for-profit, for-profit, or hybrid. For example, 
a social advocacy group involved in inclusive education developed an innovative strategy to 
engage with schools and government when advocating for the rights of every child to learn 
with their peers regardless of their learning abilities. For-profit and hybrid SOs also responded 
to innovativeness questions by indicating how they constantly seek new products and services 
or new ways to deliver social impact. They also develop new approaches to engage with 
beneficiaries of their innovations and relevant stakeholders. 
The findings on innovative behaviour of SOs from the exploratory interviews are corroborated 
by the quantitative analysis findings. Derived from the qualitative analysis findings, 
Hypothesis 1 was developed to test whether innovativeness is related to catalytic innovation. 
The hypothesis is supported by a strong significant relationship between innovativeness and 
one of the factors of catalytic innovation – scaling up social impact. However, this strong 
significant relationship is not observed in the other five factors of catalytic innovation, 
suggesting that there are non-significant relationships.  
Nonetheless, this study found that SOs are innovative, and that their innovativeness strongly 
related to the catalytic innovation strategy. 
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These findings suggest that innovativeness is reflected in SOs through their entrepreneurial 
activities to continuously improve on creative solutions to social problems. Studies have 
conceptualised innovativeness as a key component of entrepreneurial behaviour in SOs 
(Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Lepoutre, Justo, Terjesen, & Bosma, 2013; Weerawardena 
& Mort, 2006). This study supports several others that have acknowledged the innovativeness 
of SOs in creating innovative solutions to social problems (Meyskens et al., 2010) and have 
identified SOs as agents of social change (Chandra, 2017). The entrepreneurship literature has 
long established that firms’ entrepreneurial behaviour is exhibited in their innovativeness along 
with their proactiveness and propensity to take risks (Miller & Friesen, 1982), and 
contemporary social entrepreneurship literature has proposed this dimension in SOs (Dwivedi 
& Weerawardena, 2018). Consequently, proactiveness and risk-taking are considered elements 
of entrepreneurial behaviour in SOs. 
6.2.2 Proactive Behaviour in Social Organisations 
Continuing from the previous section, this section further answers the research questions 
relating to “Do social organisations adopt an entrepreneurial orientation approach to social 
impact creation?” and “Is there a relationship between entrepreneurship orientation and 
catalytic innovation?” The study also found that, especially in the qualitative findings, SOs 
proactively scan their immediate and distant environments for innovative solutions to address 
social problems. Participants revealed how their organisations were constantly proactively 
seeking ways and means to improve on their innovative offerings. They scan environments for 
funds, expertise, programmes, mentorships, global memberships, and collaborations in 
anticipation of solving a social problem. The entrepreneurship literature relates such types of 
proactive behaviours in entrepreneurial organisations to the effectuation approach (Sarasvathy, 
2001) of identifying entrepreneurial opportunities. Evidently, SOs deviate from the traditional 
entrepreneurial causation approach (Fisher, 2012; Lumpkin et al., 2013) which emphasises 
following an economic normative (Corner & Ho, 2010) process of first identifying an outcome 
(which in the case of SOs would be social innovation) and then making strategic decisions on 
the means and how to achieve the outcome. Instead, they appear to adopt a pragmatic 
effectuation approach (Sarasvathy, 2001). This study found a pattern of opportunity-spotting 
behaviour among the participants that may be described as an aggressive-effectuation process. 
Aggressive-effectuation occurs during the process of identifying social intervention 
opportunities, when SOs proactively scan their environments for the available resources at their 
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disposal (bricolage) (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Desa, 2012), and/or the best resources they can 
leverage (optimisation) (Desa & Basu, 2013). Many participants believed that their 
organisation needed to be bold and aggressive to create social innovation. They deemed the 
aggressive-effectuation approach necessary for their survival (Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). 
Similarly, studies have shown that SOs rely on an aggressive-effectuation process when 
identifying opportunities for social innovations and challenging the status quo (VanSandt, Sud, 
& Marmé, 2009). 
As stated above, SOs pursue an aggressive-effectuation process through optimisation and 
bricolage. Aggressive-effectuation optimisation is more prevalent among for-profit and hybrid 
SOs. This does not mean that not-for-profit SOs do not optimise via an aggressive-effectuation 
process. SOs optimise their aggressive-effectuation process by aggregating the best resources, 
expertise, collaborations, programmes, and any other critical elements of creating innovative 
interventions. Not-for-profit SOs are more constrained by limited resources (Desa & Basu, 
2013), and as such pursue aggressive-effectuation through bricolage. Regardless of their 
organisational forms, SOs tend to be proactive in their quest to create disruptive changes in the 
markets and communities in which they operate. 
Quantitatively, this study examined the relationship between proactive behaviour of SOs and 
catalytic innovation strategy. Specifically, Hypothesis 2 was developed to examine this 
relationship. The study did not find significant empirical evidence to support this hypothesis. 
This is a surprising finding considering the strong evidence of proactive behaviour in the 
qualitative findings. The literature provide a plethora of evidence that supports proactiveness 
as an important element of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) in social organisations (Lumpkin 
et al., 2013; Lurtz & Kreutzer, 2017; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). Recent studies have also 
established the relationship between the proactive behaviour of social organisations and 
organisational performance (Alarifi, Robson, & Kromidha, 2018; Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 
2018). However, this study deviated from the conventional conceptualisation of EO as an 
antecedent of firm performance, instead conceptualising EO as an antecedent of the disruptive 
innovation strategy evident in SOs. This may account for the contrary findings. 
6.2.3 Risk-Taking Behaviour in Social Organisations 
Similar to the two previous sections, this section also answers and discusses the research 
question relating to “Do social organisations adopt an entrepreneurial orientation approach to 
social impact creation?” along with the related question “Is there a relationship between 
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entrepreneurial orientation and catalytic innovation?” Taking and managing risks as an 
organisation is one of the major differences between SOs and commercial organisations 
(Austin et al., 2006). There seems to be a consensus in the social entrepreneurship literature 
that SOs have limited options of risks to consider and are risk-averse (Dwivedi & 
Weerawardena, 2018; Lurtz & Kreutzer, 2017). However, there is a school of thought that 
differs (Bugg-Levine, Kogut, & Kulatilaka, 2012), suggesting that there are many options for 
SOs to engage in risk-taking behaviour, albeit financial. What both schools of thought have 
revealed is that there are two perspectives on risk-taking and management in the social 
organisation sector – financial and non-financial risks (Gras & Mendoza-Abarca, 2014; Lurtz 
& Kreutzer, 2017). The findings of this study revealed two fundamentally different types of 
risks: Business Risk and Impact Risk. The former involves risks associated with running the 
organisation, e.g. financial risks, while the latter is associated with risks involved in impact 
delivery to beneficiaries. A relatively new or small SOs may be risk-averse, while bigger or 
well-established SOs may display a higher propensity to risk-taking (Brockhaus, 1980). This 
study has thus revealed an interesting perspective to risk-taking and management in SOs. 
The interview participants associated questions on risk-taking with challenges their 
organisation faced, which then led to an emphasis on risk-taking in subsequent interviews. The 
same trend was observed throughout each interview. All participants reflected on how these 
challenges constrained their ability to take bigger risks or take risks at all. This study found 
that form and size of SOs may influence the propensity or aversion to risk-taking. This finding 
is consistent with extant literature on for-profit (Brockhaus, 1980) and not-for-profit enterprises 
(Coombes, Morris, Allen, & Webb, 2011; Morris et al., 2007). For example, this study found 
that not-for-profit SOs are more risk-averse than for-profit or hybrid SOs. A growing body of 
literature provides evidence that not-for-profits are highly risk-averse (Dwivedi & 
Weerawardena, 2018; Gras & Mendoza-Abarca, 2014; Lurtz & Kreutzer, 2017; Morris et al., 
2007), validating the findings of this study. 
Furthermore, this study found that small not-for-profit SOs downplay their business risk-
aversion, but focus more on impact risk-taking. Small not-for-profit SOs in this study described 
their organisation as being financially constrained and as such exhibited business risk-aversion. 
As described above, business risk encompasses investing significantly in both tangible and 
intangible resources, which usually has significant implications on the operating costs of not-
for-profit SOs. Thus, small and/or financially constrained not-for-profit SOs may exhibit 
business-risk aversion. However, they may exhibit the propensity for impact risks (Lurtz & 
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Kreutzer, 2017). This is because regardless of the level of finance constraints not-for-profit 
SOs face, they are usually poised towards creating social impact. 
Contrarily, for-profit and hybrid SOs showed more propensity for risk-taking than not-for-
profit SOs (Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Lurtz & Kreutzer, 2017). These two categories 
of SOs are less financially constrained when compared with their not-for-profit counterparts. 
For-profit and hybrid SOs adopt a different business model to non-for-profit SOs (Battilana & 
Dorado, 2010) that opens up different options to manage risk-taking (Bugg-Levine et al., 
2012); they are usually receptive to the idea of generating sustainable income (Gupta et al., 
2015; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). As such, for-profit and hybrids SOs exhibited high levels 
of business-risk propensity. One explanation for this may be that for-profit and hybrid SOs are 
more enterprising organisations regarding risk-taking than not-for-profit SOs, which tend to 
manage risk-taking. Thus, for-profit and hybrid SOs will have higher levels of risk propensity 
(Stewart Jr & Roth, 2001). 
This study found quantitative empirical support regarding the proposed differences in risk-
taking behaviour of SOs. Hypothesis 3 was tested to examine the relationship between risk-
taking behaviour of SOs and catalytic innovation strategy. Specifically, risk-taking was 
strongly related to Factors 1 and 6 of catalytic innovation as adopted in the quantitative part of 
the study. Risk-taking was found to strongly relate to the scaling-up and ignored-disparaged 
factors of catalytic innovation. The two types of risks, business-risk and impact-risk, identified 
in the qualitative part can be inferred to manifest when SOs attempt to scale-up their 
innovations and when they are ignored and disparaged. For example, scaling up social 
innovation may incur some financial investment (business risk). This finding may account for 
why for-profit and hybrid SOs tend to have more spread (impacts) than not-for-profit SOs. 
Also, SOs face the risk of not achieving their purpose (impact risk) when they are ignored or 
disparaged by industry incumbents or the beneficiaries of their innovations. 
6.3 Relationship 2: Top Management Support for Catalytic Innovation Strategy 
The research question “Is there a relationship between management support and catalytic 
innovation?” is answered and discussed in the section. This study found empirical evidence 
that supports the relationship between top management support and catalytic innovation – the 
findings from the quantitative analysis reinforces the qualitative analysis findings. Support 
from top management of SOs was manifested in the flexible and autonomous working 
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environment (Young & Jordan, 2008) that characterised the cases in this study. The top 
managers, mostly CEOs and founders interviewed in this study, provided information on how 
they encouraged creative social ideas through mainstream business management processes 
such as job rotation, flexible innovation process, reward and recognition system. Their 
responses revealed deliberate attempts by the top management to support and consequently 
spur creativity, douse fears of criticism and show commitment to employees’ creative ideas. 
They acted as supporting champions of innovations (Chakrabarti, 1974) and afforded creative 
employees the management commitment needed to create innovations (Eisenberger & Fasolo, 
1990). Top managers’ support for innovation is no doubt a critical factor for successful social 
innovations, thus supporting the earlier work of Young and Jordan (2008). 
SOs are relatively SMEs, and oftentimes founder-manager organisations. In the case of the 
former, flexible hierarchical organisational structures are put in place so that decisive and final 
decisions are approved by the CEO or founder, mostly guided by the organisations’ social 
mission. In the case of the latter, there are even more flexible processes and procedures for 
creating innovation due to little or no hierarchical decision-making processes. All the 
interviewees, regardless of organisational size or ownership form, described their organisations 
as adopting social-mission-guided flexible processes and procedures towards creating social 
innovation. 
It may be presumed that employees of SMEs like SOs would assume various positions within 
the organisation. This was the case in small not-for-profit SOs. Five small not-for-profits and 
three small for-profit SOs practised job rotation among their employees. These organisations, 
however, practiced rotation of employees within their organisations, guided by their 
organisation mission. In this way, SOs top managers support organisation innovative 
behaviours  within the provisions of their organisation’s missions and visions. 
Responses to interview questions on reward for innovative idea revealed two sources of 
innovative ideas and hence two types of reward systems. SOs tap into traditional sources 
(closed) and contemporary (open) sources of innovations (Chesbrough, 2003; Helfat & Quinn, 
2006). Meeting unmet market needs is at the heart of open innovation (Helfat & Quinn, 2006), 
this fits very well with the overarching mission of SOs (Mulgan, 2006). Closed innovation 
sources afford SOs avenues to bring forth creative ideas within their resource constraint 
ecosystems. Both sources of innovation are appreciated and rewarded. SOs top manager 
recognise and encourage employees that champion successful social innovations. Recognition 
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are done internally through praises at meetings and in newsletters, while encouraging 
innovative employees to lead projects, and providing more conducive space and incentives for 
innovation. 
Open innovation sources come from the social innovation ecosystem that the SOs have created 
for themselves. For example, an inclusive education advocacy not-for-profit SO gave award 
and recognition to educational institutions that they might have worked with and found to 
practice inclusive education. Likewise, a hybrid SO engaging in entrepreneurial and technology 
development rewarded their beneficiaries that have come up with interesting innovations that 
solve problems in societies. When these sources of open innovation are appreciated and 
rewarded, they are encouraged to participate in the creation of more open-sourced social 
innovations. 
The mainstream innovation literature have long established that two sets of managers, one with 
technical know-how and the other in a leadership position, have the greatest influence on 
product and service innovations (Hegarty & Hoffman, 1990; Witte, 1977). Fortunately, for 
most of the SOs in this study, their top managers (e.g. CEOs and founders) possess the technical 
know-how and already occupy leadership positions; they are very supportive of creative ideas 
within their organisations. In regard to quantitative analysis, this study found relationships 
between top manager support and catalytic innovation. Hypothesis 4, developed to test this 
relationship, was supported. This is consistent with studies that have suggested and found top 
managers influence, expertise and leadership style (Martín-Rojas, García-Morales, & Bolívar-
Ramos, 2013); and management processes e.g. job rotation, reward and recognition systems 
promote organisation innovation (Tushman & Nadler, 1986; Young & Jordan, 2008). The 
implication of these findings is twofold – for theory and practice. The findings confirmed that 
traditional closed innovation (R&D) as well as the contemporary open innovation approaches 
are adopted by SOs (Svirina, Zabbarova, & Oganisjana, 2016) in the creating of social 
innovation. The latter is especially critical in the establishment of social innovation co-creation 
and ecosystems for disruptive innovations. The findings explain the support for disruptive 
innovations that SOs create. Additional implications of these findings for SO managers is the 
need to either simultaneously or sequentially adopt both closed and open innovation practices. 
SOs adopting both innovation practices may ensure continuous creation of social innovation 
(through closed innovation practice) in the face of constraints within their ecosystem. Likewise, 
when there are less or no constraints, SOs may exploit their ecosystem to create even greater 
social innovation through open innovation practices. 
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6.4 Relationship 3: How Stakeholder Engagement Enhances Catalytic Innovation 
Strategy 
This section discusses how stakeholder engagement enhances catalytic innovation creation. 
Particularly, this section answers the research question pertaining to “Is there a relationship 
between stakeholder engagement and catalytic innovation?” SI does not occur in isolation 
(Phillips et al., 2014), it thrives within a supportive innovation ecosystem through the 
engagement and participation of all its critical stakeholders (Gundry, Kickul, Griffiths, & Bacq, 
2011b; Phillips, Alexander, & Lee, 2019). Organisations engage with their stakeholders to 
organise, acquire and manage knowledge for innovation (Ayuso et al., 2006) to improve the 
firm’s performance (Bosse & Coughlan, 2016; Harrison & Wicks, 2013); SOs seek knowledge 
for social innovation from their stakeholders in a similar way. The findings presented in 
Chapters Four and Five support the assumption that stakeholder engagement is a critical 
antecedent of SI strategy (Mulgan, 2006; Mulgan et al., 2007), as ideas and knowledge for 
social intervention design usually emerge from the needs and/or lived experiences of 
beneficiaries (who are one of the main stakeholders of SOs) of social innovation, and 
oftentimes from the social entrepreneurs themselves (who might have also experienced some 
forms of social problems). Consistent with stakeholder engagement literature, this study found 
two main categories of stakeholder engagement: internal and external stakeholder engagements 
(Ayuso et al., 2011). Qualitative findings reveal that internal stakeholder engagement occurs 
through administration and management of employees, while external stakeholder engagement 
occurs in four ways: (1) building partnerships and collaborations with other organisations, (2) 
engaging with government and authorities, (3) engaging with communities and beneficiaries, 
and (4) belonging to relevant professional associations. 
The primary constituents of internal stakeholders are employees and volunteers of SOs, as well 
as mentors and facilitators of social intervention programmes (Berman, Wicks, Kotha, & Jones, 
1999). SOs ability to acquire, analyse and organise knowledge from external environment to 
produce social innovation is inextricably linked to the engagement and management of their 
internal stakeholders (Ayuso et al., 2011). 
Creating sustainable development innovations such as SI, also involves engagement with a 
wider range of stakeholders (Hall & Vredenburg, 2003; Phillips et al., 2019) and a more 
complex approach (Ayuso et al., 2011) than in the case of commercial innovation (Phillips et 
al., 2019). As identified in the APS Challenges (refer to Figure 4.3), SO’s external stakeholders 
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are oftentimes difficult to access and bring on board. Nevertheless, information gained from 
interacting with these critical stakeholders is a source of valuable knowledge (Ayuso et al., 
2011) useful to creating disruptive innovations (Hart & Sharma, 2004) e.g. social innovation. 
Stakeholder engagement is also important in the adoption of social open innovation (Ayuso et 
al., 2011; Randhawa et al., 2019; Svirina et al., 2016) and co-creation (Prahalad & 
Ramaswamy, 2000; Voorberg et al., 2014). Open or closed social innovation process takes 
place with the active participation of the social innovation ecosystem which primarily includes 
stakeholders such as individual and organised partners; international and local authorities; 
donors, communities, beneficiaries; and internal stakeholders such as employees and 
volunteers. 
Stakeholder literature has emphasised the importance of broadening the scope of stakeholders 
for developing sustainable innovation (Hall & Vredenburg, 2003). This study finds evidence 
that suggest SOs seek engagement with a variety of stakeholders for knowledge to develop 
their SIs. For instance, SOs’ membership in relevant associations afford SOs the opportunity 
to gain knowledge that may influence SI development (Dadić & Ribarić, 2019). Sixteen of the 
twenty interview respondents explicitly mentioned being a member of at least one association 
that is relevant to their organisation’s mission. For example, attending a conference that 
focused on innovations in the social service sector may serve as a source of knowledge through 
engagement with stakeholders. Likewise, being an active member of an international 
association concerned with mental health issues provides support and knowledge on how to 
address complicated issues like mental health especially in developing countries where little 
attention is paid to such health challenges. 
The memberships, conferences, international associations, etc. are a network of critical 
stakeholders within SI ecosystem. Extant literature on stakeholder theory has expressed that 
there is a legitimate concern that a network of stakeholders within an open innovation 
ecosystem may abuse the process or misappropriate the benefits of open innovation (Robert, 
2012). This study found that this is not the case in the SI open innovation context. This study 
instead found that there exists an organisation-stakeholder fit characterised by value 
congruence and strategic complementarity (Bundy et al., 2018) when SOs engage their network 
of stakeholders to create SIs. SOs and their stakeholders have shared values, principles and 
needs to find solutions to social problems, and as such both the SOs and their stakeholders 
contribute strategic tangible and intangible resources needed to achieve their shared objectives. 
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This study found that SOs create SIs with critical stakeholders, in communities, and for 
beneficiaries that share values, needs, and beliefs similar to the social missions of the SOs. 
Summarily, findings from this study reveal that SOs acquire explicit and implicit knowledge 
from relevant external stakeholders that aids developing SI. Complementing the above, 
quantitative analysis provides further support that there is a significant relationship between 
stakeholder engagement and catalytic innovation, supporting Hypothesis 5. These findings on 
the relationship between stakeholder engagement and catalytic innovation are consistent with 
previous works in stakeholder engagement literature that have documented the critical role 
stakeholders play in organisation innovation process and firm performance. Furthermore, these 
findings open up a new vista for future research by establishing a significant relationship 
between CI and stakeholder engagement. The findings give legitimacy to CI as SI strategy and 
advances the emerging CI literature. 
6.5 Relationship 4: Does Catalytic Innovation Strategy Lead to Social and 
Economic Performance? 
The overarching research question “Do social organisations adopt a catalytic innovation 
strategy to create social impact?” is answered and discussed throughout this section and its six 
subsections. Disrupting the social sector for social good is the main identifier of SI (Howaldt 
et al., 2015). SOs, through their SIs, disrupt the social sector by exhibiting the characteristics 
of a disruptive new entrant (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). Similarly, CI draws on the principal 
features of disruptive innovation theory, focusing primarily on social change. That is, social 
change is the main outcome rather than being merely a by-product (Christensen et al., 2006). 
CI explains the strategy, method, process, and behaviour by which SOs create social impact 
(Kickul et al., 2018). This study found evidence that supports the assertion that SOs, regardless 
of organisation type or size, exhibit all five features of CI, that is, they (1) create systemic 
change; (2) meet unmet needs; (3) offer alternatives to industry incumbents; (4) generate 
unattractive resources; and (5) are ignored, disparaged, or even encouraged by industry 
incumbents (Christensen et al., 2006). The following subsections describe how SOs use CI 
strategy to create social impact, thereby advancing the emerging CI literature. 
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6.5.1 Catalytic Innovation Strategy – Creating Systemic Change 
SOs, regardless of their size, industry, or location, strive to create systemic change, and most 
of them may eventually achieve systemic change. SOs’ missions are developed to reflect their 
objectives, which are usually to create social changes within their jurisdictions. Analysis of this 
study’s qualitative data revealed that SOs’ offerings are designed to propagate systemic change 
in communities where they operate. For instance, an inclusive education advocacy group 
created systemic change through its campaigns across several New Zealand cities, engaging 
with government, policymakers, and schools, successfully resulting in positive policy changes 
in how children with learning disabilities are taught in schools. In the same way, systemic 
changes were observed when an IT-based SO taught young African girls how to code in 
communities where such training was, to a large extent, meant for boys, and successfully 
convinced community leaders to turn against such gender-based stereotypes. Yet another 
example of creating systemic change was observed when an SO advocated for social justice 
and provided pro-bono legal services to people who have experienced injustice in communities 
and cities across Nigeria. In this case, the SO went on a campaign to sensitise its beneficiaries 
to their basic human rights, thereby raising awareness of their rights and creating systemic 
changes in how people address issues of social injustice. 
Likewise, this study found evidence that SOs create systemic changes on a larger, sometimes 
national or international scale. Qualitative analysis found that local SOs scale up their offerings 
to regions and countries outside of their headquarters. For instance, a Nigeria-based 
entrepreneurial-training SO whose offerings are designed to systematically transform its 
unemployed African beneficiaries from job seekers to employers of labour, is creating systemic 
change across several African countries. Similarly, a Dunedin-based SO created an educational 
app that has assisted teachers in New Zealand, Australia, and the USA to teach otherwise 
difficult subjects. In another example, an Australian SO that employed an SI initiative to 
address a wicked problem (Zivkovic, 2018) has scaled up its systemic change to New Zealand 
and the Netherlands. This study found that SOs of all sizes and types create systemic change 
but of varying magnitudes. Thus, the findings imply that although size or type of organisation 
does not determine whether an SO can create systemic changes, size or type of organisation 
may determine the magnitude of systemic changes that the SO can create. 
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6.5.2 Catalytic Innovation Strategy – Meeting Unmet Needs 
SOs are faced with the enormous burden of meeting the unmet social needs in societies 
(Christensen et al., 2006). This study found that SOs create SIs that address society’s unmet 
needs, divided into two fundamental types – (1) underserved and (2) overserved needs. First, 
meeting the needs of underserved potential beneficiaries. In this approach, SIs are created for 
beneficiaries who have been left behind or excluded by the industry incumbents’ offerings. 
SOs then create SIs that are good-enough products and services for the targeted beneficiaries. 
Most SOs’ SIs are created to meet the underserved needs of their chosen beneficiaries. Some 
examples of underserved needs are entrepreneurial and skills development training for out-of-
school youths; cheaper, good-enough means of transporting blood to rural health centres; 
provision of basic education resources and facilities to communities that do not have access; 
and advocating for educational and social inclusion. 
The second fundamental way in which SOs meet unmet needs is by creating innovative 
products and services that meet the needs of overserved beneficiaries. Overserved needs are 
manifested when products and services are too sophisticated or advanced relative to what is 
expected by beneficiaries (Christensen et al., 2006). The microfinance initiative championed 
by SOs is an example of how SOs demystify the sophisticated process of obtaining a loan, 
especially in rural communities. Subsistence businesses, mostly in developing countries, are 
often excluded from financial services due to the complex processes and requirements 
involved, thereby creating overserved needs. Microfinance-based SOs address these 
overserved needs by tailoring easier and good-enough financial products and services to the 
needs of the subsistence businesses. Similarly, overserved needs exist in the healthcare sector, 
especially in countries where healthcare policies and insurance are non-existent, inefficient, or 
inaccessible to patients, leading to not just underserved needs but overserved needs as well. 
Healthcare-based SOs have created different ways of delivering healthcare services and 
products to address healthcare issues such as maternal morbidity, inadequate blood donation, 
and obesity, among others. 
To address underserved and overserved needs, SOs create and offer products and services (SIs) 
that are alternatives to the industry incumbents’ offerings. SIs are characterised by being not 
just new but essentially being alternatives to what is currently obtained in the market (Pol & 




6.5.3 Catalytic Innovation Strategy – Offering Alternative Products, Services, and 
Processes 
The study found that the SIs created by the interviewed SOs offer alternative products, services, 
or ways to deliver offerings that meet the unmet needs of their targeted beneficiaries. The SI 
literature suggests that the creation of cheaper, good enough alternatives to industry 
incumbents’ offerings is the essence of SI (Mulgan, 2006; Mulgan et al., 2007; Phills et al., 
2008). Disruptive innovation scholars (Bower & Christensen, 1995; Christensen, 1997; Gilbert 
& Bower, 2002) and critics (Charitou & Markides, 2002; Markides, 2006) agree that disruptive 
innovations come from new organisations with cheaper or good-enough offerings. This 
unanimously puts SOs at the centre of disrupting the social sector. This study found evidence 
of SOs creating disruptive alternative products, services, or ways to deliver offerings that are 
cheaper and good-enough for their beneficiaries. SOs disrupt both product and service 
industries in which they operate. Within the service industries, SOs provide cheaper and mostly 
free services to the beneficiaries. In this regard, SOs focus on creating innovative solutions that 
address both social and business-related issues that their beneficiaries face. For example, SOs 
offer cheaper consulting services to start-ups and small organisations in the areas that address 
relevant social issues, e.g. safe use of the internet, gender abuse, etc. Similarly, SOs offer 
disruptive alternative services that are fundamentally different to industry incumbents’ 
offerings, by adopting a business model different to the industry practice but serving their 
beneficiaries in more ways that the industry incumbents may not. 
6.5.4 Catalytic Innovation Strategy – Generate Unattractive Resources 
Generating resources that, at least initially, may seem unattractive to industry incumbents is 
one of the features of catalytic innovation (Christensen et al., 2006). This study found evidence 
that supports Christensen et al.’s (2006) assertion that SOs generate four types of unattractive 
resources, i.e., donations, grants, volunteer manpower, and intellectual capital. This study 
extends Christensen and colleagues’ assertion by finding that the generation and especially 
utilisation of these resources differs across SO types and business models, despite the evidence 
of catalytic innovation in all SOs. Furthermore, as little research has focused on resource 
generation, mobilisation, and utilisation in SOs (Gundry et al., 2011b), this finding sheds more 
light on the resource mobilisation process in SOs. The qualitative analysis revealed that for-
profit SOs (including hybrids) with a social enterprise business model usually generate and 
utilise grants and intellectual capital in ways different to not-for-profit SOs, while not-for-profit 
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SOs focus more on generating and utilising donations and volunteer manpower than the other 
two types of resources. 
The resource mobilisation literature asserts that SOs adopt a bricolage approach to resource 
mobilisation and utilisation – that is, the recombination of readily available resources to create 
something new (Baker & Nelson, 2005). These resources usually include tangible and 
intangible resources such as sources of finance, physical structures, volunteers, skills, and 
knowledge (Bacq, Ofstein, Kickul, & Gundry, 2015) that are unattractive to industry 
incumbents (Christensen et al., 2006). Findings from this study advance that assertion by 
arguing that not-for-profit SOs will approach resource mobilisation through the bricolage lens 
more than will for-profit or hybrid SOs. As the literature suggests, bricolage in SOs entails 
sourcing, mobilising, and utilising cheap and readily available resources (Baker & Nelson, 
2005; Desa, 2012) to create SI. This study found that most not-for-profit SOs source cheap and 
readily available resources (such as donations, grants, and volunteer manpower) partly due to 
financial constraints and lack of sound business models. The effectuation process in SOs 
(Corner & Ho, 2010) provides a contextual justification for this behaviour in not-for-profit 
SOs. Not-for-profit SOs source, mobilise, and utilise resources in the absence of a formal 
business structure (Sarasvathy, 2001). Not-for-profit SOs spot opportunities to create SIs that 
meet the unmet needs of their beneficiaries, proceed to create the SIs, and then adopt bricolage 
to source the resources needed to create the intended products and services (Corner & Ho, 
2010). For instance, a youth-focused not-for-profit SO featured in this study identifies 
opportunities to create SIs to address unmet needs (e.g. health education) of young people; 
adopts an effectuation process by focusing on the unmet needs without sound business 
structures that characterise commercial business; and approaches resource mobilisation 
through bricolage by seeking grants from donor agencies, public donations through 
crowdfunding, and volunteer manpower. 
The process described above exemplifies the effectuation and resource mobilisation processes 
in not-for-profit SOs. This study argues that, although all SOs may adopt an effectuation 
process when spotting and developing opportunities, they differ in how they mobilise and 
utilise resources. That is, not-for-profit SOs adopt an effectuation process which is followed 
by bricolage to create SIs, unlike what other, more financially-oriented or better-resourced, 
types of SOs typically do. This study found that for-profit and hybrid SOs similarly adopt an 
effectuation process for opportunity spotting and development (Corner & Ho, 2010). However, 
it argues that for-profit and hybrid SOs approach resource mobilisation through the 
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optimisation lens (Desa & Basu, 2013). Desa and Basu (2013) describe optimisation as 
“acquiring standard resources that have proven capabilities” to deliver objectives after “means-
end relationships are well understood” (p. 28); that is, optimisation occurs after SOs have 
understood what SIs are to be created and how to do this, indicating that the effectuation 
process has been achieved. This study argues that most for-profit and hybrid SOs follow the 
effectuation-optimisation approach. For instance, a software-based SO may prioritise hiring a 
salaried IT employee with the required skills (optimisation) over seeking a volunteer 
(bricolage), and source funding through grants instead of donations. 
This study found another explanation for the different approaches to resource mobilisation in 
SOs. Different SO types adopt different business models (Battilana et al., 2012), which in turn, 
to some extent, influences their business activities. For instance, a for-profit-oriented business 
model affords SOs the capability to adopt optimisation, assess what resources are needed, and 
acquire such resources. That is, SOs with profit-oriented business models can take more 
calculated risks, explore more sources of finance, and optimise their resources, compared to 
SOs with a no-profit-oriented business model. In other words, optimising SOs “may purchase 
standardised off-the-shelf materials, hire salaried employees, and acquire professional skills to 
create innovative products and services” (Desa & Basu, 2013, p. 28). Furthermore, optimisation 
of the resource mobilisation process may help SOs achieve more social impact (Desa & Basu, 
2013; Waddock & Post, 1991). However, the social entrepreneurship literature has cautioned 
that resource optimisation may further tilt the already delicate balance between social missions 
and profit (Zahra et al., 2008). Nonetheless, this study argues in support of resource 
optimisation in the presence of a sound social business model to create SIs. 
6.5.5. Catalytic Innovation Strategy – Ignored and Disparaged by Industry Incumbents 
The final feature of catalytic innovation has been a major topic of discourse in the disruptive 
innovation literature. That is, disruptive innovations are ignored, disparaged, and associated 
with low quality (Christensen et al., 2015). Similarly, catalytic innovations are ignored, 
disparaged, and usually seen as low quality compared with industry incumbents’ offerings 
(Christensen et al., 2006). This study found that SOs’ offerings are ignored, disparaged, and 
sometimes encouraged by both incumbents and potential beneficiaries. SOs perceive the 
experience of being ignored, disparaged, and encouraged as feedback or criticism which could 
be either negative or positive. Being ignored and disparaged are considered as negative 
feedback or criticism, whilst being encouraged is positive feedback or criticism. 
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According to the fundamental tenets of disruptive innovation (Christensen, 1997; Christensen 
et al., 2015) and catalytic innovation (Christensen et al., 2006), initially ignored and disparaged 
innovations are eventually accepted and adopted by beneficiaries. This study found that SIs 
created by SOs that were ignored or disparaged were eventually accepted. Furthermore, the 
findings reveal that not only industry incumbents (Christensen et al., 2006) ignore, disparage, 
or even encourage SOs’ offerings, important stakeholders may also ignore, disparage, and 
encourage SOs’ offerings, especially in their early stages. Acceptance of these offerings means 
SOs are able to deliver their innovative products and services to their beneficiaries, which 
results in social and economic performance. 
6.5.6. Catalytic Innovation Strategy – Summary of Component Analyses 
This study hypothesised that there is a relationship between catalytic innovation strategy and 
social and economic performance. Performance, in this context, is creating systemic change in 
the social sector; meeting unmet needs of excluded demographics; offering alternative 
products, services, and processes to beneficiaries; generating unattractive resources; and being 
ignored, disparaged, or even encouraged by industry incumbents. Findings from the qualitative 
analysis on the five features of catalytic innovation were tested in Hypotheses 6 and 7. 
Hypothesis 6 was developed to test the relationship between catalytic innovation and social 
performance. Hypothesis 7 tested the relationship between catalytic innovation and economic 
performance. 
This study did not find significant statistical support for the relationship between CI and either 
social or economic performance. Therefore, Hypotheses 6 and 7 were not supported. A possible 
reason for this non-significant finding may be that different SOs adopt different features of CI 
(Auvinet & Lloret, 2015) as a strategy to create SI. That is, it is rare to find a single SO that 
will adopt and exhibit all features of CI. Nonetheless, previous studies have suggested and 
established that there is a relationship (e.g. Auvinet & Lloret, 2015; Gundry et al., 2011b) and 
tested and confirmed that SOs that adopt CI are likely to improve their social and economic 
performance (e.g. Auvinet & Lloret, 2015). Another reason for the insignificant statistical 
finding may be that SOs differ across countries and regions of the world. For example, we 
know that SOs mobilise and utilise resources in different ways. This is partly due to legal or 
political conceptualisation of SOs, resulting in diverse institutional environments, across many 
countries and regions of the world (Desa, 2012). For example, in Germany, SOs are 
conceptualised as third organisations, e.g. not-for-profit ventures, and are regulated and 
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governed by public administrators (Salamon, Sokolowski, & List, 2003). Contrarily, in the 
United Kingdom, SOs are characterised as either for-profit or not-for-profit ventures and are 
independent of public administrators (Salamon et al., 2003). In other regions, say the United 
States for example, SOs can take a hybrid form and may mostly adopt an entrepreneurial mind-
set (Short et al., 2009). The geographical location and the conceptualisation dynamics of SOs 
influence how SOs are governed and what level of resources may be available to them, and as 
such what feature of CI they may exhibit. Further, the present sample size of 71 may be 
contributing to the non-significant findings; small sample size is a common limitation in SO 
quantitative research (Kickul et al., 2018). However, there are strong indications that CI may 
lead to social and economic performance (Auvinet & Lloret, 2011, 2015; Gundry, Kickul, 
Griffiths, & Bacq, 2011a), and therefore social impact. This will be discussed in the next 
section. 
6.6 Relationship 5: Social and Economic Performance Lead to Social Impact 
This last section on relationships answers and discusses the theme underlying the two 
overarching research questions – which concern what social organisations do to create social 
impact – filtered through the research sub-question “Is there a relationship between catalytic 
innovation and social organisation performance?” Hypotheses 8 and 9 predicted a positive 
relationship between SOs’ social performance and social impact, and between their economic 
performance and social impact, respectively. This study found a strong positive relationship 
between SOs’ social performance and social impact. The study also found a strong positive 
relationship between SOs’ economic performance and social impact. These findings support 
previous studies that have proposed that both social and economic performance of SOs will 
result in social impact. However, there is a dearth of hypothesis-tested studies in the SO 
research field in general (Short et al., 2009). Studies (for example, Auvinet & Lloret, 2015; G. 
Liu, Takeda, & Ko, 2014) have hypothesised and tested for social and economic performance 
in SOs, but not directly hypothesised nor tested relationships between social and economic 
performance and social impact. This study is one of the few studies (if not the first) to directly 
hypothesise and test for both social and economic performance and social impact. 
Controlling for type of SO, this study found a significant but inverse relationship between 
social performance and social impact in for-profit SOs (see Table 5.15). Also, the study found 
a significant but inverse relationship between economic performance and social impact in for-
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profit SOs (see Table 5.16). Thus, as for-profit SOs continue to increase both social and 
economic performance, there is the likelihood that social impact will decrease. This finding is 
consistent with the caution found in the SO literature that the push towards more strategic 
orientations that might increase economic performance could unbalance SOs’ profit-mission 
agenda (Battilana & Dorado, 2010) and might result in decreased social impact (Zahra et al., 
2008). 
Furthermore, the implication of the above findings is that an increase in both social and 
economic performance in not-for-profit SOs is likely to increase their social impact. Thus, not-
for-profit SOs are better positioned to increase their social impact through continuous increases 
in both social and economic performance. 
6.7 Summary of Chapter 
This chapter synthesised the two sets of findings of this study. The chapter answered the first 
overarching research question posed in Chapter One (Section 1.5) and discussed how SOs 
adopt the catalytic innovation strategy to create social impact. In particular, Sections 6.5.1 to 
6.5.5 addressed how SOs adopt each of the five features of catalytic innovation. 
The chapter also answered and discussed the second overarching research question. The 
answers and discussions on how SOs adopt an entrepreneurship orientation are presented in 
Sections 6.2.1 to 6.2.3. Lastly, the chapter discussed how SOs’ social and economic 
performance relates to their social impact, particularly the implications for organisation type. 
This chapter has demonstrated that SOs adopt an entrepreneurship orientation approach and a 
catalytic innovation strategy to create social impact. The following chapter – Chapter Seven – 
concludes this study, provides implications of this study for research and practice, and sets an 






















The purpose of this chapter is three-fold: (1) to conclude this study, (2) to present additional 
findings that emerged from the qualitative analysis, and (3) set the agenda for future studies. 
The aims of this study were to enquire about the adoption of catalytic innovation and 
entrepreneurial orientation in the process of creating social impact by SOs, and to test the 
relationships between catalytic innovation and entrepreneurial orientation and social impact. 
The findings from the enquiry and tests have significant implications for both theory and 
practice. First, for theory, the findings contribute to the social entrepreneurship, social 
innovation and catalytic innovation literatures by going beyond linking entrepreneurship 
orientation to catalytic innovation, and catalytic innovation to social and economic 
performance, to actually testing the relationships with significant results – this is a significant 
contribution to the SO research field as it lacked theory-testing studies (Short et al., 2009). 
Second, for practical implications, the study makes recommendations that may support SOs’ 
efforts at creating social impact. 
This final chapter of the study summarises the key findings and contributions and proposes an 
agenda for future research in subsequent sections. Section 7.2 summarises the contributions of 
the findings to the advancement of entrepreneurial orientation, stakeholder theory, top 
management support, catalytic innovation strategy in disrupting social innovation sector, and 
SO performance in creating social impact in a tabular form; Section 7.3 summarises 
contributions to research methodology and methods, in particular mixed methods research; and 
Section 7.4 summarises the implications for SO innovation managers and practice. Section 7.5 
proposes strategies to overcome constraints to social impact creation. Section 7.6 suggests an 
agenda for future research as well as identifying some limitations of the study. 
7.2 Contributions to Theory and Literature 
As discussed in Chapter One, this study’s main objectives were to develop a theoretical 
framework to conceptualise the antecedents and consequences of catalytic innovation – a 
subset of disruptive innovation (Christensen et al., 2006) – and to test the framework 
quantitatively as there is a lack of studies that investigate in particular the antecedents of 
catalytic innovation and its relationship to creating social impact. Previous entrepreneurial 
orientation studies within the SO research context have focused on one type of SO, for example 
not-for-profits (Lumpkin et al., 2013; Morris et al., 2007).  
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Similarly, previous studies on catalytic innovation have focused on one industry, for example 
microfinance (Mohan & Potnis, 2010), or one country, for example Mexico (Auvinet & Lloret, 
2015). Other previous studies have conceptualised catalytic innovation as a dependent variable 
and explored four out of its five original features, (for example (Gundry et al., 2011a). This 
study contributes to the ongoing catalytic innovation discourse by exploring the antecedents 
and consequences of all five features and exploring multi-industry and multi-country contexts. 
The contributions of this study to theory and literature are summarised in Table 7.1. 
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Table 7.1: Contribution to Theory and Literature 
Research findings Implications for previous 
research 
Implications for literature Implications for theory 
Relationship between 
entrepreneurial orientation 
(innovativeness, proactiveness, and 
risk-taking) and catalytic 
innovation (all five features) 
Extends Christensen et al. 
(2006) original position. 
Consistent with (Auvinet & 
Lloret, 2015), (Mohan & 
Potnis, 2010) as a strategy 
for social innovation.  
Provides new insights and 
knowledge into the antecedents 
of catalytic innovation 
(Christensen et al., 2006). 
Provides new insights and 
knowledge into the consequences 
of entrepreneurial orientation 
(Miller & Friesen, 1982), (Miller, 
1983). 
 
Establishes a link between 
entrepreneurial orientation theory 
and catalytic innovation. In other 
words, shows the applicability of 
entrepreneurial orientation theory 
to disruptive innovation strategy 
in the SO context.  
Relationship between top 
management support and catalytic 
innovation (all five features) 
Extends Christensen et al. 
(2006) original position. 
Consistent with Kuratko et 
al. (1990), Hornsby et al. 
(1999), and Goodale et al. 
(2011) findings that top 
management support 
influence innovation.  
Provides new insights and 
knowledge into the antecedents 
of catalytic innovation 
(Christensen et al., 2006). 
Provides new insights and 
knowledge into the influence of 
top management support 
(Hornsby et al., 1999; Kuratko et 
al., 1990) within social 
innovation context.  
Establishes the linkage between 
top management support and 





Research findings Implications for previous 
research 
Implications for literature Implications for theory 
Relationship between stakeholder 
theory and catalytic innovation (all 
five features) 
Extends Christensen et al. 
(2006) original position. 
Consistent with Ayuso et al. 
(2011) and Mulgan et al. 
(2007). However, contradicts 
some findings of Robert 
(2012) on synergy among 
stakeholders in open-
innovation context. Instead, 
study findings support Bundy 
et al. (2018) stakeholder-
organisation fit perspective.  
Provides new insights and 
knowledge into the antecedents 
of catalytic innovation 
(Christensen et al., 2006). 
Provides new insights and 
knowledge into the influence of 
stakeholder engagement (Ayuso 
et al., 2006) in the social 
innovation context (Mulgan, 
2006). 
Provides more insights into 
traditional and open-innovation 
process within the social 
innovation context. 
 
Advances stakeholder theory in 
the social innovation context by 
establishing the link between the 
theory and catalytic innovation.   
Relationship between catalytic 
innovation and social and economic 
performance 
Advances Christensen et al. 
(2006) catalytic innovation 
features.  
Consistent with (Auvinet & 
Lloret, 2015). 
Provides new insights and 
knowledge into the antecedents 
of catalytic innovation 
(Christensen et al., 2006). 
Provides more insights on how 
catalytic innovation leads to firm 
performance in multi-industry 
and multi-country context.    
Advances disruptive innovation 
theory within the social 
innovation context.  
Relationship between social and 
economic performance and social 
impact 





Table 7.1 provides a snapshot of contributions of this study to theory and literature, with 
emphasis on key previous studies that are supported or contradicted, and theories that are 
advanced. It highlights areas where new insights and knowledge are provided, and areas where 
the literature has been advanced. The study also contributes to how research designs and 
methods can lead to a more rigorous research process resulting in robust enquiry which can 
add credibility to theory testing. Contributions to methodology and methods are summarised 
next. 
7.3 Contributions to Research Methodology and Methods 
In order to provide answers to the qualitative and quantitative research questions stated in 
Chapter One, this study adopted an exploratory mixed methods research design (Guetterman 
et al., 2019; Howell Smith et al., 2019) that proceeded with an initial qualitative research phase 
followed by a quantitative research phase. As associated with explorative mixed methods 
research, a third phase – usually the discussion phase – integrates analyses of qualitative and 
quantitative phases (Howell Smith et al., 2019). This study, adopting explorative mixed method 
research design, provided research findings that were beyond what either qualitative or 
quantitative approaches could provide alone. 
In particular, the quantitative research phase did not find significant statistical support for the 
relationship between catalytic innovation and social or economic performance. However, when 
analysed and discussed with findings from the qualitative research phase, the study showed 
that SOs adopt a catalytic innovation strategy to create social impact. This robust analysis and 
finding would not have been provided if the study did not employ both research methods. Thus, 
the study contributes to the ongoing call for more mixed methods research (B. Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2004) to be applied in emerging research fields where robust and superior 
findings are required to test theories and advance the field (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). 
7.4 Implications for Social Innovation Managers and Practice 
This study has three implications for top managers of SOs – the first is on the entrepreneurial 
behaviour of the SOs, second is the support needed to motivate and invigorate innovative ideas, 
and third is on the benefits of engaging with important stakeholders. SOs exhibit similar EO to 
traditional commercial organisations however there is evidence that for-profit SOs may upset 
the delicate balance between social and economic objectives. Perhaps, a move towards hybrid 
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organisation may help to balance the conflicting objectives. SOs regardless of organisation type 
can create CI to disrupt their industry by adopting EO. SOs are street-pragmatic as they 
innovatively and aggressively scan their environment for opportunities to create social impact 
by combining bricolage and optimisation approaches – a process I termed aggressive-
effectuation. However, SOs tend to be risk-averse. This study found that SOs face two types 
of risks – business and impact risks.  
Not-for-profit SOs are more business-risk averse than for-profit or hybrid SOs. Contrarily, for-
profit and hybrid SOs display more propensity to risk-taking than not-for-profit. Generally, 
risk-taking is a challenge that SOs face. In next section, I proffer strategies that may support 
SOs in overcoming challenges (including risk-taking) to creating social impact. These 
strategies may be important to not-for-profit SOs when scaling up impact.  
SOs top managers have an important role to play in the form of support for the creation of 
catalytic innovation. Top managers are enjoined to provide flexible and autonomous corporate 
structure for innovative ideas to thrive. Reward for innovative ideas can be in the form of 
recognition and autonomy to run projects. SOs top managers that actively support catalytic 
innovation process through active participation are likely to inspire their employees to be more 
creative. SO top managers can encourage and combine both open and closed innovation 
sources. Particularly, open innovation provides an opportunity for SOs to tap into the wealth 
of innovation ideas already existing within their ecosystem.  
Another implication for SO top managers is on the important of engagement with relevant 
stakeholders. SOs can create more catalytic innovations and social impact through acceptance 
by and co-creation with their stakeholders. Internal stakeholders like employees, volunteers, 
and mentors are a source of closed innovation that can support SO to create more catalytic 
innovation and social impact. Similarly, external stakeholders are a source for open innovation 
and co-creation. SOs that regularly engage and co-create with their stakeholders are likely to 
create more social impact. 
7.5 Strategies to Overcome Challenges to Creating Social Impact 
This study reveals three main categories of challenges that SOs face. These challenges were 
coded from the responses of participants in the exploratory interview described in Chapter 
Three and analysed in Chapter Four. There were no specific questions that asked respondents 
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about challenges that they faced. Intuitively, respondents associated challenges to risks their 
organisations encountered and the lack of access and/or support while their organisations tried 
to create social impact. 
The challenges identified were classified into three main categories – they include Access, 
Perception, and Support (APS challenges, see Table 4.3). Access was further sub-categorised 
into access to resources and access to stakeholders, while support was sub-categorised into 
government and stakeholders. On the other hand, perception focused on how SOs are perceived 
in the communities that they serve. 
By overcoming the challenge of access to resources, SOs (especially for-profit and hybrid SOs) 
do not have to compromise on their social mission (Dolnicar et al., 2008), and as such can 
maximise their capabilities to deliver sustained social innovations. All twenty SOs that 
participated in this study displayed bricoleur characteristics (Dees, 1998; Zahra et al., 2009) of 
social enterprises, and as such they contended with limited resources (Gundry et al., 2011b). 
However, there was some evidence of optimisation (Desa & Basu, 2013), intended to overcome 
the challenges of limited resources. These attempts to overcome the challenges of access to 
resources and stakeholders are manifested in the business strategies adopted by the SOs, e.g. 
for-profit and hybrid SOs. 
Finance is a critical resource for SOs. Seven for-profit and five hybrid SOs in this study 
mentioned how their business strategies ensured they did not rely, or if at all then very little, 
on funding from donors. Also, they avoided competing with other SOs for funds from donors. 
Logically, financially self-sustaining SOs can avoid pressures from donors that conflict with 
their vision and mission, and compete for the talents to drive their innovations. Essentially, 
these twelve for-profit and hybrid SOs found ways to overcome or at least limit the effect of 
the challenge of access to resources. 
Not-for-profit SOs may adopt the hybrid business model to overcome the challenge of access 
to resources. The hybrid business model involves combining divergent logics of not-for-profit 
and for-profit social enterprises (Bacq et al., 2015; Smith, Gonin, & Besharov, 2013). 
Consequently, organisations adopting this model face the task of delicately balancing 
conflicting institutional logics associated with not-for-profit and for-profit organisations 
(Battilana & Dorado, 2010; Santos, Pache, & Birkholz, 2015). Hybrid business model for SOs, 
if well planned and managed, offer opportunities to combine social impact and economic value 
creation logics (Battilana et al., 2012) that may support SOs’ vision and mission to create more 
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social innovations with visible and sustained social impact (M. Johnson, Christensen, & 
Kagermann, 2008). Hybrid as a business model strategy for SOs provides opportunities to 
overcome mono-funding challenges, and offering potential avenues for multi-funding 
platforms. Essentially, this implies that typical not-for-profit SOs need to take more business 
risks and move beyond bricolage to embrace optimisation of organisational resources. 
Challenges associated with access to stakeholders, on the other hand, were overcome through 
strategic partnership with individuals or other SOs. In Section 4.3.1, I described two types of 
strategic partnerships, that is, resource-based partnership (RBP) and impact-based partnership 
(IBP). These partnerships potentially can benefit SOs when there is a need for resources and 
scale-up impact. Similarly, analyses presented in the business and impact risks sections (4.4.3.1 
and 4.4.3.2, respectively), uncover a trend in which SOs experience and undertake different 
risks. This trend is explained using a quadrant map to synthesise business and impact risks with 
the APS challenges, RBP, and IBP, and to present possible challenges and strategies to 
overcome the challenges at different developmental stages of SOs. 
Figure 7.1 describes the business and impact risks that SOs undertake at different 
developmental stages, what type of markets or beneficiaries they may have, the challenges they 
face, and what type of partnerships they may pursue as a strategy to mitigate against the 
challenges. 




Figure 7.1 is a business risk and impact quadrant map that highlights what happens in each 
scenario. For example, in the low-business-risk/low-impact-risk scenario a new SO with less 
than 12 months of operation may have a relatively small operating budget compared with a 
well-established SO. This means such a new SO undertakes relatively low business and impact 
risks, and its markets or beneficiaries are new. However, it faces high APS challenges because 
of its liability of newness, that is, the SO will require access to resources such as human and 
financial, and external stakeholders. A new SO may experience criticism and be disparaged. 
To mitigate against these challenges, SOs with low business and impact risks may pursue RBPs 
and IBPs to overcome some of those challenges. RBP strategies may assist the SO to acquire 
the needed resources, especially with external stakeholders. Usually, at this stage SOs have 
little to no impact, hence their impact risks are low. As the SO begins to strategise to create 
social impact, it may consider IBPs. 
Similarly, in the low-business-risk/high-impact-risk scenario relatively new and small SOs 
with one to three years of operation may experience a growing operating budget, a growing 
number of markets and beneficiaries, and reducing APS challenges. Such SOs may have low 
business risk but high impact risk due to a growing number of beneficiaries. Thus, such SOs 
may prioritise IBPs as a strategy to mitigate against high impact risk. At this stage, the number 
of beneficiaries, communities, or regions to impact may increase, which may pose a challenge 
to the SOs. By prioritising an IBP, SOs can partner with other similar organisations that already 
have a presence in and trust from communities or regions in which the SOs want to scale-up 
their social impacts. 
In the high-business-risk/low-impact-risk scenario, as SOs become well-established, their 
operating budget might grow significantly, and thus they undertake high business risk, such as 
undertaking more innovative activities and perhaps increasing assets and resources, e.g. 
optimising their human resource capacity by employing permanent full-time employees. 
However, with a stable market or beneficiaries, impact risk is low, as are APS challenges. In 
such a situation, SOs may be able to pursue both RBPs and IBPs as a strategy to further scale-
up their impact. 
Lastly, in the high-business-risk/high-impact risk scenario, as well-established SOs with a 
significantly larger operating budget continue their quest to scale-up their impact, they explore 
new markets or beneficiaries. This may result in medium to high APS challenges, because the 
SOs may leverage their already-acquired resources and stakeholder acceptance to cushion the 
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effects of challenges that may arise as a result of impacting new beneficiaries and regions. SOs 
in this fourth and final scenario may undertake high business and impact risks, and may 
prioritise IBPs. 
7.6 Future Research and Limitations 
This study is not without some limitations that may be considered in future studies. I 
investigated whether social organisations adopt catalytic innovation as a strategy to create 
social impact. In doing so, I examined whether there is a relationship between catalytic 
innovation and mainstream management perspectives and theories concerning 
entrepreneurship orientation, top management support, and stakeholder engagement. Future 
researchers may investigate other management perspectives and theories, such as the resource-
based view, cultural values, creation, and prospect theories. 
In the qualitative part of this study, SOs in four countries, namely New Zealand, Nigeria, 
Ghana, and Australia were interviewed. As such, the study conceptual framework and 
hypotheses were developed from data collected in the four countries. Future studies may focus 
on more countries to conceptualise and hypothesise.  
Cultural appropriateness among other factors can influence innovation diffusion in countries. 
In fact  Mumford (2002, p. 261) has shown that the “acceptance of social innovations depends 
on cultural appropriateness, social need, and current values”. This study collected data from 
SOs operating in four countries (interview) and in twenty-three countries (survey), and focused 
on the unmet needs of beneficiaries. Future studies may consider the international comparative 
elements and the cultural influence on catalytic innovation. As we know, successful social 
innovation scale-up to new communities, regions, or countries may need to develop good 
understanding of the cultural differences that exist between their current beneficiaries’ society 
and the future ones. Understanding cultural differences may involve acquiring local knowledge 
and aligning the creation of social innovation to the cultural practices and processes of the new 
beneficiaries. This may lead to building trust, enhancing co-creation, and further strengthening 
stakeholder engagement. The points discussed above are recommended for future research.   
Sample size is a common limitation for SO studies. Nonetheless, the sample size of 71 for this 
study is not necessarily generalisable to the entire population but is a representative of potential 
participants contacted. Future studies may focus on a large sample size that can accommodate 
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more robust quantitative analysis pertaining to the relationships between catalytic innovation 
and mainstream management theories. With a large sample size, future research could also 
conduct country- or region-level analyses. 
This study discovered and proposed strategies, including those shown in the business risk and 
impact quadrant map (Figure 7.1), that could mitigate against challenges that SOs face. Future 
studies can expand further on these strategies by investigating the two types of risks (business 
and impact) and two types of partnerships (resource-based and impact-based).  
A limitation pertaining to the interview process is that some interviews could only be conducted 
through online media, e.g. Skype and Zoom, and also at a particular time of the day. For 
example, interviews with participants in Ghana and most in Nigeria were through Skype and 
Zoom. Due to the poor internet infrastructure in Ghana and Nigeria, the quality of voice was 
poor and transcription required more time than those conducted face-to-face or through phone 
calls within New Zealand and Australia. The place and time of day were a particular limitation 
in one face-to-face interview. The participant, a CEO, could only meet with me during his 
lunch break; as such the interview was conducted in a restaurant where there was background 
noise. The transcription for this interview also took more time than the other face-to-face 
interviews, which were conducted in a quiet environment.  
However, despite the limitations mentioned above, this study provides new insights and 
knowledge on the antecedents and outcomes of catalytic innovation, and thus opens up a 
number of potential research opportunities for future studies. This study also contributes to the 
social innovation literature by bridging the gap on social and economic performance of social 
organisations. I hope that this study inspires readers, scholars, social innovators, social 
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Appendix 3: Information Sheet for Participants 
 
EXAMINING THE EFFECTS OF CATALYTIC INNOVATION ON 
CREATING SOCIAL IMPACT 
 
INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS 
 
Thank you for showing an interest in this project.  Please read this information sheet carefully 
before deciding whether or not to participate.  If you decide to participate we thank you.  If 
you decide not to take part there will be no disadvantage to you and we thank you for 
considering our request. 
 
What is the Aim of the Project? 
 
The aim of this project is to examine social organisations (non-profits, for-profits, and 
hybrid) in order to establish the relationship between catalytic innovation and social impact 
creation. There is an increasing global attention towards social innovation and especially how 
social impacts are created and who create them. 
 
What Type of Participants are being sought? 
 
Participants of this survey will be top management staff of organisations that create social 
impact in communities. Organisations that do not create social impact are not considered. 
Participation is completely voluntary, and no compensation/reimbursement will be offered. 
However, all participants will be provided, on request, with a report on the results after 
research is completed. 
Participants are recruited through search of organisation’s website and appropriate top 
management staff is contacted via email and/or telephone. 
 
What will Participants be Asked to Do? 
 
Should you agree to take part in this project, you will be asked to take part in a questionnaire 
survey on how your organisation impacts the society through its business activities. The 
survey is designed not to last more than 20 minutes. Please be aware that you may decide not 
to take part in the project without any disadvantage to yourself. 
 
What Data or Information will be collected and what use will be made of it? 
Information collected will be your perception on how your organisation’s products, services, 
processes and business activities in general create social impacts in communities. The survey 
is designed for the sole purpose of gaining insights and to understand your perception on the 
subject matter. The data collected through the survey will be accessed by the researcher for 
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research purposes only and will not be made available to any other person or organisation 
without your consent. 
 
In this survey, anonymity is preserved and no name or other personal information about you 
will be collected, and there will be no way to trace your responses back to you or your 
organisation.  Data collected will be stored securely in such a way that only the researcher 
and supervisor (as mentioned below) will be able to gain access to it. Data obtained as a 
result of the research will be retained for at least five years in secure storage. 
 
The main purpose of this research project is to collect data for the primary researcher’s PhD 
thesis. According to the university’s standard policy, the completed dissertation will be 
available in the university library. Further, the results of this study may be published in 
whole (as an academic book) or in part (in academic journals, practitioner magazines, and/or 
academic conferences). No commercial use will be made of the data; it is collected solely for 
research purposes. 
 
The data collected will be securely stored in such a way that only those mentioned below will 
be able to gain access to it. Data obtained as a result of the research will be retained for at 
least 5 years in secure storage. Any personal information held on the participants such as 
contact details may be destroyed at the completion of the research even though the data 
derived from the research will, in most cases, be kept for much longer or possibly 
indefinitely. 
 
The results of the project may be published and will be available in the University of Otago 
Library (Dunedin, New Zealand) but every attempt will be made to preserve your anonymity. 
 
Can Participants Change their Mind and Withdraw from the Project? 
 
You may withdraw from participation in the survey at any time without any disadvantage to 
yourself. 
 
What if Participants have any Questions? 





Department of Management 
School of Business 






Dr Jodyanne Kirkwood 
Department of Management 
School of Business 





This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you have any concerns 
about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee through the Human Ethics Committee 
Administrator (ph +643 479 8256 or email gary.witte@otago.ac.nz). Any issues you raise will be treated in 




Appendix 4: Survey Invitation Email 
Dear ………………., 
My name is Emmanuel Osigwe. I am a PhD candidate at the Department of Management, 
University of Otago, New Zealand. I would like to invite you to participate in my research by 
completing a 15-20 minute survey on how your organisation is creating social impact in 
communities. For convenience, most questions will require simply checking boxes. At no stage 
will your organisation or your name be used in the research (pseudonyms will be used).  Below 
is link to the survey: 
Survey link:  https://otago.au1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_0J2YGfo0GiHak6N 
This survey is a part of my PhD thesis titled examining the effects of catalytic innovation on 
creating social impact. The aim of the project is to examine how organisations impact their 
communities. At completion of my PhD project, I will provide a report of findings highlighting 
current industry practices and processes, and indicating areas of improvement that might 
benefit (company’s name). If you are interested in receiving a copy of the report, please send 
an email to emmanuel.osigwe@postgrad.otago.ac.nz after completing the survey. 
You’re welcome to forward this invite to a CEO/high ranking executive of organisations that 
create social impacts in communities. 
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Appendix 5: Survey Reminder Email 
 
Dear Social Entrepreneur, 
This is email serves as a gentle reminder to the initial email asking you to participate in my 
research by completing a 15-20 minute survey. If you have completed the survey, I thank you 
for this. However, if you have not, I have provided below link to the survey: 
Survey link: https://otago.au1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_0J2YGfo0GiHak6N 
I appreciate you taking the time to assist my research. Please note that the survey closes in 
next week. Your inputs would contribute significantly to my research. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 
Many thanks, 
Emmanuel Osigwe 
Department of Management, 
Otago Business School, 
University of Otago. 
New Zealand 



















Survey on the Effects of  
Catalytic Innovation on  











Thank you for participating in this project, which aims to examine social organisations, in order 
to understand the relationship between social innovation and the creation of social impact. 
This questionnaire will take approximately 15-20 minutes for you to complete. For your 
convenience, most questions will require simply checking boxes. Please answer all of the 
questions as accurately as you can. There is no correct or incorrect answer to any question – it 
is your opinion that matters. 
An official information sheet is attached to this email. The information that you provide will 
be entirely anonymous. It will only be used for the purpose of this research and no individuals 
will be identifiable within the data. This questionnaire, and the request for you to participate in 
the study, have been reviewed and approved by the University of Otago’s Human Ethics 




Part 1: About your organisation. 
The following questions relate to your organisation’s profile: 
Q1: How would you describe your organisation’s business structure? (Please tick all that 
apply.) 
Family business  Community business  Private enterprise 
Other (Please specify.) 
Q2: In what year was your organisation established? 
 Dropdown answer list 
Q3:  How would you describe your organisation’s status? (Please tick the most appropriate 
response.) 
 Not-for-profit  For-profit Hybrid   
Other (Please specify.) 
Q4: Do you consider your organisation to be a social enterprise? Yes            No 





Q5: Thinking about your organisation’s social impact, has it spread to the following 
communities? (Please tick all that apply.) 
 Local (within a local community) 
Multi-community (two or more communities) 
Regional (within one or more regions within a country) 
National (throughout the country) 
International (two or more countries) 
Q6: In what country is your organisation headquartered? 
Q7: In what other country(s) is your organisation operating? 
 
Q8:  In what industries does your organisation operate? (Please select all that apply.) 
 Education   IT&ICT         Entrepreneurial training and capacity building  
 Health          Social services          Employment generation           Agribusiness 
 Providing food security Affordable housing     Community development    
 Clean and renewable energy          Green sustainability            Financial services
 Sustainable tourism       Waste management 
Other (Please specify.) 
Q9: What is the main vision that your organisation sets out to achieve? 
  
Q10: How many employees does your organisation currently have? Please enter a number for 
each category. 
 Full time employees                  Part-time employees                     Volunteers  
 
Part II: About you                                       
The following questions relate to you and your role within the organisation:- 
Q11: What is your gender? Male             Female 
Q12: How long have you been with this organisation? 
Less than 1 year            1-5 years            6 -10 years            11-15years  
16 -20years              21 years or longer 
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Q13: Which of the following best describe(s) your current position in the organisation? (Please 
tick all that apply.) 
Founder CEO  Director  Top manager  
Other (Please specify.) 
Q14:  How long have you held this position in the organisation? 
Less than 1 year            1-5 years            6 -10 years            11-15years  
16 -20years              21 years or longer 
Q15: What is the highest educational level that you have achieved? 
 High school  Certificate/Diploma  Bachelor’s degree  
Postgraduate degree             No formal education 
Other (Please specify) 
Q16: Do you belong to any professional groups or associations that influence the choices and 
decisions that you make in your current position? 
 Yes   No 
If yes, please specify the groups or associations 
Q17: What is your age? 
 Under 25 years            25-30 years               31-35 years         36-40 years 




Part III: What your organisation does 
Instruction: Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following questions, using the 
following scale: 1= strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = disagree; 4 = neither agree 
nor disagree; 5 = Agree; 6 = somewhat agree; 7= strongly agree 
The following questions relate to your organisation’s products, services, and processes. Please 
indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following statements. 
Our organisation……….. 
Question Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Has come up with innovative changes in products, services, or 
processes in the past three years. 
       
Typically initiates innovations to which other organisations then 
respond. 
       
Is often faced with the risk of not impacting underserved markets or 
communities. 
       
Has a strong tendency to adopt high-risk projects (that have the chance 
of very dramatic results). 
       
Is satisfied with its ability to fund business activities that generate social 
impact. 
       
Has had significant improvements in products, services or processes in 
the past three years. 
       
Is very often the first to introduce new products, services, or processes.        
Adopts a bold, aggressive posture in order to maximise the probability 
of exploiting potential opportunities (when confronted with decision-
making situations involving uncertainty). 
       
Places strong emphasis on innovating tried and true products, services 
or processes with social impact.  
       
Is satisfied with its overall operational efficiency.        
Incurs financial risks to create social impact.        
Continuously makes changes, due to changes occurring in the 
community or communities it serves. 
       
Believes that, owing to the nature of the environment, bold, and wide-
ranging action are necessary to achieve its objectives. 
       
Is able to improve its offerings by expanding to more communities.        
Is satisfied with its impact growth.        
 
Instruction: Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following questions, using the 
following scale: 1= strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = disagree; 4 = neither agree 
nor disagree; 5 = Agree; 6 = somewhat agree; 7= strongly agree 
Our organisation often favours…. 
Question Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Getting tasks done even if this means disregarding formal procedures.        
Developing new products, services, and or processes to satisfy 
stakeholders’ preference for creating social impact. 
       
Partnering and collaborating, instead of competing, with similar 
organisations in the industry in which it operates. 
       
Conducting regular satisfaction survey or perception studies of its 
stakeholders. 
       
 Letting the requirements of the situation and the individual’s 
personality define proper on-the-job behaviour. 
       
228 
 
Loose, informal control, with heavy dependency on informal 
relationships and the norm of cooperation, for getting work done. 
       
The identification, prioritisation, and mapping of key stakeholders for 
input into its business strategy. 
       
An approach to innovation that allows it to serve large groups of 
people. 
       
Our organisation often… 
Acknowledges that stakeholders play a critical role in how it creates 
social impact. 
       
Offers employees in-house training at least once a year.        
Holds regular briefings or meetings in the form of stakeholder 
dialogue workshops. 
       
Instils a value system in all of its employees.        
Relies mainly on generating income (not grants or donations) to create 
social impact. 
       
Encourages employees to bend protocols to implement innovative 
ideas that might lead to creating social impact. 
       
Views the community and/or beneficiaries of its products, services, or 
processes as important stakeholders. 
       
Has a standardised instrument or process for measuring the impact it 
creates. 
       
Engages with all of its stakeholders.        
Serves people whose access to services is otherwise limited.        
 
Instruction: Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following questions, using the 
following scale: 1= strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = disagree; 4 = neither agree 
nor disagree; 5 = Agree; 6 = somewhat agree; 7= strongly agree 
Our organisation’s products/services/processes are… 
Question Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Less complex than existing alternatives.        
Likely to be ignored by mainstream organisations.        
Perceived by new clients as less costly than existing 
alternatives. 
       
Simpler, and therefore able to provide more effective solutions 
than others that were traditionally available. 
       
Perceived as more convenient to new clients.        
Criticised or overlooked (at early stages of operation) before 
being accepted because of the impacts they create. 
       
Offering alternatives to what mainstream organisations offer.        
Our organisation’s products/services/processes often… 
Meet its clients’ needs in ways more traditional providers do 
not. 
       
Gain public acceptance after initial criticism.         
Have been adopted by other similar organisations.        
Meet the needs of individuals or groups who have traditionally 
been underserved by alternative services or organisations. 
       
 
Instruction: Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following questions, using the 
following scale: 1= strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = disagree; 4 = neither agree 
nor disagree; 5 = Agree; 6 = somewhat agree; 7= strongly agree 
In the last three years, our organisation has attracted… 
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Question Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Donors and funding based on its business model.        
Grants for its business.        
Volunteers to its activities that create social impact.        
More knowledge or intellectual capital (e.g. mentors) due to its 
business model (compared with mainstream organisations). 
       
Our organisation…        
Only accepts funding that does not require it to alter its 
business model. 
       
Is satisfied with the number of people it serves.        
Has employees that are committed to its goals.        
Reinvests all surpluses into its social mission.        
Is satisfied with its social performance.        
Finds that innovative ideas come from trying to achieve its 
mission. 
       
Has creating social impact as its main objective.        
Is satisfied with its ability to meet the need of people it serves.        
Has beneficiaries who are satisfied with the services they 
receive from it. 
       
Our organisation’s mission… 
Helps to unify it when choosing which new projects to 
undertake. 
       
Motivates it business activities.        
Helps to focus its decisions as to which innovative projects 
should be pursued. 
       
 
Instruction: Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following questions, using the 
following scale: 1= strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = disagree; 4 = neither agree 
nor disagree; 5 = Agree; 6 = somewhat agree; 7= strongly agree 
Question Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Our organisation believes that… 
The more financially self-reliant it becomes, the wider is its 
social impact reach. 
       
Its clients were not served at all by mainstream 
products/services/processes. 
       
It initially faced high criticism because of its business 
strategies and services. 
       
It has a well-expressed concept of what it stands for and where 
it is going as an organisation. 
       
Collaborations and partnerships with similar organisations are 
important strategies to create social impact. 
       
In the last three financial years, our organisation is satisfied with its… 
Total revenues (all sources) generated.        
Increase in total assets.        
Return on assets.        
Total expenses.        
Net revenue.        
The following questions relate to your organisation’s resources and stakeholders. Please 
indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following statements. 
The following resources are important to our organisation and how it creates social impact… 
Income (generated by organisation)        
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Grants.        
Loans        
Volunteers.        
Donations.        
 
Instruction: Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following questions, using the 
following scale: 1= strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = disagree; 4 = neither agree 
nor disagree; 5 = Agree; 6 = somewhat agree; 7= strongly agree 
Question Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
The following stakeholders are important to our organisation and how it creates social impact… 
Partner organisations.        
Government and authorities.        
Individual partners/donors.        
Mentors and facilitators.        
Organised associations        
 
We thank you for your time spent taking this survey. Your response has been 
recorded. 
If you would like to receive a report on the findings of this study, please send an 
email to emmanuel.osigwe@postgrad.otago.ac.nz 




Department of Management 
Otago Business School 
University of Otago 
New Zealand 
+64 3 479-8126 
emmanuel.osigwe@postgrad.otago.ac.nz 
 
This study has been approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee. If you have any 
concerns about the ethical conduct of the research you may contact the Committee through the Human 
Ethics Committee Administrator (ph. +643 479 8256 or email gary.witte@otago.ac.nz). Any issues 


















































































Catalytic Innovation: Meeting Needs (CMN) 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 1.572 52.412 52.412 1.572 52.412 52.412 
2 .775 25.845 78.257    
3 .652 21.743 100.000    







Meet its clients’ needs in 
ways more traditional 
providers do not. 
.771 
Simpler, and therefore able 
to provide more effective 
solutions than others that 
were traditionally available. 
.694 
Its clients were not served at 
all by mainstream 
products/services/processes. 
.705 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 








Catalytic Innovation: Simpler Product (CSP) 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.083 69.439 69.439 2.083 69.439 69.439 
2 .480 16.014 85.453    
3 .436 14.547 100.000    







Less complex than existing 
alternatives. 
.842 
Perceived as more 
convenient to new clients. 
.836 
Perceived by new clients as 
less costly than existing 
alternatives. 
.822 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 










Catalytic Innovation: Intellectual Capital and Resources (CIR) 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.534 63.359 63.359 2.534 63.359 63.359 
2 .706 17.642 81.001    
3 .470 11.744 92.745    
4 .290 7.255 100.000    







Donations and funding 
based on its business model. 
.855 
Grants for its business. .800 
Volunteers to its activities 
that create social impact. 
.773 
More knowledge or 
intellectual capital (e.g. 
mentors) due to our business 
model (compared with 
mainstream organisations). 
.753 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 







Catalytic Innovation: Ignored and Disparaged (CIG) 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 1.944 64.816 64.816 1.944 64.816 64.816 
2 .554 18.463 83.279    
3 .502 16.721 100.000    







It initially faced high criticism 
because of its business 
strategies and services. 
.817 
Gain public acceptance after 
initial criticism. 
.807 
Criticised or overlooked (at 
early stages of operation) 
before being accepted 
because of the impacts they 
created. 
.791 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 










Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.619 52.380 52.380 2.619 52.380 52.380 
2 .784 15.671 68.051    
3 .712 14.233 82.284    
4 .511 10.224 92.508    
5 .375 7.492 100.000    







Developing new products, services, and or 
processes to satisfy stakeholders’ preference for 
creating social impact. 
.646 
The identification, prioritisation, and mapping of 
key stakeholders for input into its business 
strategy. 
.697 
Acknowledges that stakeholders play a critical 
role in how it creates social impact. 
.843 
Views the community and/or beneficiaries of its 
products, services, or processes as important 
stakeholders. 
.646 
Engages with all its stakeholders. .767 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 







Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 






Vision and Mission (VAM) 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2.735 54.702 54.702 2.735 54.702 54.702 
2 .814 16.273 70.974    
3 .606 12.113 83.087    
4 .548 10.965 94.053    
5 .297 5.947 100.000    





Motivates its business 
activities. 
.818 
It has a well-expressed 
concept of what it stands for 
and where it is going as an 
organisation. 
.665 
Has employees that are 
committed to its goals. 
.680 
Finds that innovative ideas 
come from trying to achieve 
its mission. 
.692 
Helps to focus its decisions 
as to which innovative 
projects should be pursued. 
.826 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. 





Appendix 9: Results of Regression Analysis (Stage 3: Economic Performance – 
Social Impact) Redo 
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N 70 70 70 70 70 70 
R2 .244 .392 .264 .297 .243 .242 
Model 
significance .001 .000 .000 .000 .001 .001 
F-value 5.325 10.654 5.928 6.973 5.285 5.276 
Max VIF 1.186 1.249 1.137 1.242 1.502 1.159 
 
 
 
 
